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X1-1 The County appreciates the support for General Plan Update Guiding Principles 2 
and 3. 

 
X1-2 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
X1-3 The second paragraph of the Guiding Principles for Mobility section was changed to 

replace “is generally recommended as a last resort” with “should be pursued only 
after environmental and community character impacts are also considered.” 

 
X1-4 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree to the proposed revision in 

last sentence of the third paragraph in the draft Mobility Element under the Guiding 
Principles for Mobility.  The intent is to “minimize” rather than “encourage” single 
occupancy vehicular travel. 

 
X1-5 The County disagrees that the use of “other constraints”, in the draft Mobility Element 

Context Section under the “County Road Operations and Network” subheading, to 
describe conditions that preclude roads from being widened is “open-ended”.  These 
other constraints are more fully explained under draft Policy M-2.1, Level of Service 
Criteria, in the accompanying “Criteria for Accepting a Road Classification with Level 
of Service E/F” as Town Center Impacts, Regional Connectivity, and Impacts to 
Environmental and Cultural Resources. 

 
X1-6 The County disagrees that draft Mobility Element Policy M-1.1, Prioritized Travel 

within Community Planning Areas, does not accommodate regional coordination.  
This policy simply addresses the role of County road network.  While the County 
coordinates in the development of the regional road network, including freeways and 
State highways, it is not the County’s responsibility to provide that network.  

 
X1-7 The County disagrees that draft Mobility Element Policy M-2.1, Level of Service 

Criteria, would allow “roads to fail in order to shutdown growth.”  The policy is 
intended to allow growth to continue, while accepting a higher level of congestion on 
certain roadways rather than widening those roads.  The County agrees that adding 
capacity to a road may not always be growth inducing.  As such the statement is 
qualified with the word “can.” 

 
X1-8 Under the draft Mobility Element “Criteria for Accepting a Road Classification with 

Level of Service E/F,” subheading “Town Center Impacts,” the last sentence of the 
first paragraph has been revised to reflect that the statement is not necessarily 
always true by changing “would” to “could” as follows: 

 
“The construction of large multi-lane roads couldwould divide an established town 
center…” 

 
X1-9 During the road network planning phase of the General Plan Update, various road 

network scenarios were developed.  In instances where regional freeways did not 
have adequate capacity, traffic model forecasts indicated that much of that traffic 
diverted to County roads causing them to be congested.  An example of this is Old 
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Highway 395, which became very congested until Interstate 15 was planned to be 
widened to 12 lanes north of State Route 78.  During the General Plan Update road 
network planning phase, the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) did 
not plan any improvements to Interstate 15 north of State Route 78 beyond eight 
lanes.  However, the current SANDAG 2030 RTP plans to widen Interstate 15 to 12 
lanes.  This revision to the RTP occurs subsequent to coordination efforts between 
the County and SANDAG as a result of the General Plan Update road network 
planning process. 
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X2-1 This comment stated that the General Plan Update complies with applicable laws 
and codes; however was unable to determine if its goals and policies comply with 
Fire Prevention Barriers, specifically access routes that if removed would prevent 
firefighter access.  No response to this comment is necessary based on response to 
comment X2-2 below. 

 
X2-2 This comment (from an addendum to the August 31, 2009 letter) provides additional 

clarification to the issue raised by response to comment X2-1 above and determined 
that the General Plan Update also complies with Fire Protection Barriers.; No issues 
have been raised by this commenter; therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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X3-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.   

 
X3-2 This comment recommends that the General Plan Update be integrated with 

SANDAG's Sustainable Communities Strategy and their Aggregate Supply Study.  
The County is coordinating with the preparation of the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, which considers the General Plan Update.  In addition, the General Plan 
Update information is available for use in the preparation of the Aggregate Supply 
Study.  

 
X3-3 This comment is general in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
X3-4 The fourth paragraph under the subheading “Mineral Resources of San Diego 

County” in the Mineral Resources section of the General Plan Update Conservation 
and Open Space Element has been amended with “years 2006 to 2056” after “50 
year estimated demand” to better clarify what is meant by the 50-year demand.  The 
General Plan Update is meant to be a policy-driven plan; therefore, the County 
disagrees that specific annual 50-year demand amounts are necessary to 
incorporate into this document.  The amount provided in the Context section 
represents an approximation of the 50-year demand amount, estimated under 
current conditions during the life of the plan; therefore, a table showing the demand 
for each year is unnecessary.   

 
X3-5 The County does not agree that draft Conservation and Open Space Element Goal 

COS-10, Protection of Mineral Resources, should be revised as recommended.  The 
recommended changes, such as specifically identifying the local County demand, 
are too specific and it is the County’s preference to keep the intent of the Goal broad 
so that it is not susceptible to annual fluctuations in demand.  The annual demand 
represents one fiftieth of the 50-year demand.  As such, the Goal has been revised 
by adding “average” before “annual demand.”  In addition, the County does not agree 
with removing the objective to minimize adverse effects on surrounding land uses, 
public health, and the environment from the Goal.  

 
X3-6 The County appreciates the comment, but disagrees that it is necessary to more 

clearly define “substantial potential” and “substantially preclude” in General Plan 
Update draft Policy COS-10.1, Siting of Development.  The policy is intended to have 
broad language that will provide for discretion for decision makers in meeting these 
goals.  However, the policy has been revised by replacing the text between “areas” 
and “substantial potential” with “designated as having” rather than “that have.” 

 
X3-7 The County appreciates the comment and has amended the General Plan Update 

draft Policy COS-10.1, Siting of Development, by adding the following at the end of 
the policy: 

 
“For purposes of this policy, incompatible land uses are defined by SMARA 
Section 3675.” 
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X3-8 The County disagrees that draft Policy 10.2, Protection of State-Classified or 
Designated Lands, is inconsistent with the draft Implementation Plan because it does 
not also refer to lands identified by the “California Construction and Industrial 
Materials Association (CalCIMA) and SANDAG”.  The County does not agree that it 
is appropriate to refer to a private organization, such as CalCIMA, either in a General 
Plan policy or in the Implementation Plan.  As such, draft Implementation Plan 
measure 5.4.1.D, Identification of Mineral Resources, has been revised by replacing 
“California Construction and Industrial Materials Association and SANDAG” with 
“other appropriate government agencies.”  In addition, the following has been added 
to the end of the first sentence of Policy COS-10.2, Protection of State-Classified or 
Designated Lands: 

 
“as well as potential mineral lands identified by other government agencies” 

 
X3-9 The County disagrees that draft Policy 10.3, Road Access, should be changed to 

refer to “Mining Overlay” rather than “Zoning Ordinance” to make the policy 
consistent with the draft Implementation Plan.  The proposed Mining Overlay would 
be designated in the Zoning Ordinance; therefore, the specific reference to Mining 
Overlay is unnecessary.  As proposed, the policy language would more broadly 
prevent access restrictions to all areas identified in the Zoning Ordinance, not just 
those areas identified by a Mining Overlay. 

 
X3-10 The County disagrees that draft Policy COS-10.5, Reclamation Plans, should be 

changed to “encourage” rather than “require” phasing plans.  As proposed, this policy 
is in accordance with Surface Mining & Reclamation Act (SMARA) 
Section 2772(c)(6). 

 
X3-11 The County acknowledges that the 50-year demand is a dynamic number and has 

amended the Mineral Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element, under the Mineral Resources of San Diego County heading by providing a 
specific timeframe for the 50-year demand quantity included in this section (refer to 
response to comment X3-4 above).  See also response to comment X3-5 above. 

 
X3-12 The County acknowledges and appreciates the support shown for Policies 

COS-10.7, Recycling of Debris, and COS-10.8, New Mining Facilities.   
 
X3-13 Please refer to response to comment X3-8 above. 
 
X3-14 This comment provides concluding statements and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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X4-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
X4-2 The County agrees with this comment.  No further response is required. 
 
X4-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  Land used as agriculture would not 

likely be designated as open space, rural lands, or semi-rural lands on the General 
Plan, but would remain under the given designation shown on the land use map 
unless the landowner applied for a General Plan Amendment. 

 
X4-4 The County agrees with this comment.  No further response is required. 
 
X4-5 Evaluations of impacts to agriculture pursuant to CEQA do not depend on the 

Regional Category or Land Use Designation of the General Plan.  Instead, such 
analyses depend on determinations of what resources are on the ground at the time 
of the development application.  See the County's Guidelines for Determining 
Significance: Agricultural Resources, available at: 

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf.  
 
X4-6 The Local Agricultural Resources Assessment (LARA) model is used to ascertain the 

importance of agriculture for any parcels that support agriculture and are proposed 
for development that requires environmental review (i.e., discretionary applications) 
regardless of the General Plan designation on the property. 

 
X4-7 The County proposes the reduction of sprawl and protection of agricultural resources 

by implementing the General Plan Update, which reduces densities in areas 
important for agriculture and includes policies for the protection of agriculture.  In 
addition, agricultural buffers will be included as a matter of policy in the General Plan 
and in the Community and Subregional Plans (see draft Conservation and Open 
Space Element Policy COS-6.2, DEIR mitigation measure Agr-1.5, and draft 
Implementation Plan Section 5.3.2.C). 

 
X4-8 The County does not agree with this comment.  While the General Plan Update does 

not include a regional category that specifically designates areas for agriculture, all 
zones will include agriculture as an allowed use, which is not any different from the 
existing General Plan.  There are many reasons that large-scale agriculture is 
uncommon in San Diego (e.g., economic changes, water supply, lack of state 
funding, etc.); however, the County does not agree that the proposed General Plan 
Update would exacerbate this issue.  On the contrary, the proposed project will 
reduce the potential for incompatible uses to occur where important farmlands are 
located. 

 
X4-9 The County does not agree with this comment.  With regard to allowed agriculture 

and allowed residential uses, the General Plan Update is not proposing a substantial 
change except to densities where appropriate.  The existing General Plan already 
allows residential uses in agricultural designations and vice versa.  The County of 
San Diego has a long-established pattern of residential uses mixed among small 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf
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farming operations.  This is the more economically viable pattern given the arid 
climate and topography. 

 
X4-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  With regard to the General Plan 

Update designations, landowners affected by changes have been notified and no 
additional noticing is warranted.  However, with regard to zoning changes that will 
occur during future Zoning Ordinance updates pursuant to the General Plan Update, 
affected landowners will be notified of the change.  Since the proposed changes do 
not change allowed use types (i.e., agriculture, residential, etc.), the County does not 
agree that special noticing is required related to the Right to Farm Ordinance.  In 
addition and for the same reasons, the County does not agree that such noticing is 
required when properties change hands or parcels are created. 

 
X4-11 The approval process for the Farming Program was completed in March of 2009. 
 
X4-12 This comment recommends use of conservation easements as appropriate 

mitigation for agricultural resource impacts.  The County agrees with this comment, 
which is not at variance with the content of the DEIR.  The County’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance – Agricultural Resources identify on-site preservation as 
the primary type of mitigation for such projects.  Page 47 of the guidelines includes 
the recommendation from the Department of Conservation regarding increases in 
mitigation ratios for when growth-inducing or cumulative impacts are identified 
(http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf).  

 
As mitigation for the General Plan Update, the DEIR includes several measures and 
policies that promote the use of open space or conservation easements.  Agr-1.2 
requires the County to develop and implement programs and regulations that protect 
agricultural lands (such as the CEQA guidelines, Zoning Ordinance, Right to Farm 
Act, Open Space Subvention Act, Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, San 
Diego County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance, BOS 
Policy I-133, and the San Diego County Farming Program).  Agr-1.3 requires the 
creation of a Conservation Subdivision Program that facilitates conservation-oriented 
project design as necessary with the goal of promoting conservation of natural 
resources and open space (including agricultural lands).  Agr-1.4 requires the County 
to develop and implement the Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements 
(PACE) Program which will be used to provide monetary compensation to farmers 
that are willing to place agricultural conservation easements over their land.  And 
Policy COS-6.4, Conservation Easements, supports the acquisition or voluntary 
dedication of agriculture conservation easements and programs that preserve 
agricultural lands. 
 

X4-13 The County incorporates all feasible and appropriate conservation tools when 
mitigating project impacts to agriculture.  It is not clear from the comment how or if 
the County's policies and measures in the DEIR are insufficient. 

 
X4-14 This comment is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR or the draft 

General Plan.  Please see Policy COS-6.2, Protection of Agricultural Operations, and 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf
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draft Implementation Plan Measure 5.3.2.C., Important Agricultural Areas (also 
mitigation measure Agr-1.5). 

 
X4-15 Evaluations of impacts to agriculture pursuant to CEQA do not depend on land use 

designations.  Therefore, the County will continue to use the Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for future environmental documents.  See also response to 
comment X4-5 above.  

 
X4-16 This comment regarding Williamson Act statutes does not raise a significant 

environmental issue pursuant to CEQA for which a response is required. 
 
X4-17 This comment summarizes requirements set forth by the Williamson Act.  It does not 

appear to raise a significant environmental issue pursuant to CEQA for which a 
response is required. 

 
X4-18 The County will notify the Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource 

Protection prior to Board of Supervisors hearings on the project. 
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X5-1 The County concurs with this overview of correspondence with the Service and 
Department (Wildlife Agencies).  Based on previous comments and issues raised 
during meetings, the County prepared revised responses to the January 30, 2009 
Wildlife Agency letter on August 29, 2009.  These comments and revised responses 
are available at:  
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/comments013009/revisedwa
072909.pdf 

 
X5-2 This comment is introductory and describes the format of the Wildlife Agencies' 

letters.  No further response is required. 
 
X5-3 DPLU does not agree with the statement on inconsistency or the suggestion on 

reorganization.  In addition, the comment does not specifically identify which policies 
are “internally inconsistent with the intent of the General Plan law.” 

 
 Revisions have been made to previous drafts of the General Plan to improve the 

connection between trails and biological preservation, such as with Policy M-12.9, 
Environmental and Agricultural Resources, where the requirement for trails to 
conform to Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) management plans was 
added.  The County disagrees that trails should be discussed in multiple elements.  
A more comprehensive discussion of trails is provided in the Community Trails 
Master Plan (CTMP), rather than the General Plan.  This is appropriate because the 
General Plan is the overriding policy documents, while the County Trails Program is 
implemented by the CTMP. 

 
X5-4 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update Elements are internally 

inconsistent or that they may create conflicts with MSCP.  The General Plan Update 
discusses allowed uses; however, such uses are not prohibited by the MSCP.  When 
such uses occur in the MSCP, then MSCP regulations apply as always.  This is not a 
change from the existing General Plan.  Without more specific comments on where 
the perceived conflicts occur, the County cannot provide further response to this 
issue. 

 
X5-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment states that the project 

would allow more density and intensity; however, this is not true when compared to 
the existing General Plan.  The existing General Plan, which was in effect when the 
MSCP was adopted, allows more density and intensity both inside and outside the 
MSCP.  The proposed project would result in 3,166 fewer housing units within the 
MSCP Subarea boundary than the existing General Plan and would also be more 
consistent with MSCP designations and provisions.  This comprehensive update to 
the General Plan would not hinder the County's conservation goals.  Based on staff's 
review, the County will continue to be in rough step with regard to MSCP losses and 
gains under the General Plan Update.  This has also been discussed with the 
Wildlife Agencies in more detail since receipt of the comment letter.  See also 
response to comment X6-41. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/comments013009/revisedwa072909.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/comments013009/revisedwa072909.pdf
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X5-6 The General Plan Update will facilitate clustering of development to minimize or 
avoid impacts to sensitive resources.  This will be accomplished by decoupling the 
density from the minimum lot size and by implementing the Conservation Subdivision 
Program (CSP), as described in the draft Implementation Plan as Measure 5.1.2.D 
and as provided on the General Plan Update website at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html.  See also response to 
comment X6-57. 

 
X5-7 The County disagrees that draft Policy LU-2.4, Greenbelts to Define Communities, 

should be changed.  However, a definition for a “greenbelt” has been added to the 
draft General Plan, Chapter 10 Acronyms and Glossary that clarifies that greenbelts 
include open space, as follows:  

 
 “Greenbelt—A largely undeveloped area surrounding more urbanized areas, 

consisting of either agricultural lands, open space, conservation areas, passive 
parks, or very low density rural residential lands.” 

 
X5-8 The County does not agree with the proposed revision.  The Open Space 

Conservation designation does not apply to all lands that are counted toward MSCP 
obligations.  Many areas dedicated to open space or conservation easements 
pursuant to the MSCP are on private lands.  As such, the description already 
provided in the Land Use Element is more accurate.   

 
X5-9 The County does not agree with the proposed revision.  The Open Space 

Conservation designation does not apply to any private lands, whether it is within the 
MSCP or outside MSCP.  Rather, it is a very specific designation applied to public 
conservation lands. 

 
X5-10 The County does not agree that the draft Community Plans will “hamper successful 

implementation” of the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP).  Some draft 
Community Plans contain goals and policies that will guide implementation of the 
CSP in order to respond to community specific issues.  Providing for this tailored 
application of the CSP would not negate its benefits and is reasonable considering 
the extent of the County's jurisdiction and the diversity of the communities it contains.  
It is acknowledged that in some cases, limitation on the program provided in the 
Community Plans will not allow for the maximum benefit conceivable.  For example, 
a Community Plan may limit reductions in lot size to 2 acres where reducing the lot 
size to 0.5 acres could further avoid direct impacts to some resources.  However, in 
many draft General Plan policies, the need to conform to the Community Plan and 
response to community character is stated.  Additionally, mitigation measure Bio-1.1 
states, “any such allowances of flexibility must be done with consideration of 
community character through planning group coordination and/or findings required 
for project approval.”  See also response to comment G5-75. 

 
X5-11 The County is not proposing an “Open Space Subdivision Ordinance.”  The 

Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is proposed as a component of the project.  

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html
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The CSP also qualifies as a mitigating measure in the DEIR and will be part of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The CSP is available for review at: 
 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html.   

 
 Where appropriate, a community plan may impose limits on lot size reductions.  

However, this will not prevent the CSP from being effective as a conservation tool 
even in the most restrictive community planning area, as discussed in response to 
comment X5-10 above.  The County does not agree with the suggestion for another 
EIR alternative.  The CSP is a mitigating measure that would reduce impacts to 
natural resources for any of the alternatives analyzed.   

 
X5-12 The County does not agree that policy implementation is being deferred to future 

community plan updates.  The policies and programs contained in a community or 
subregional plan, which must be consistent with the General Plan, are intended to 
provide long-term guidance and stability in implementing the goals of the plan.  
Updated community plans must be consistent with the proposed project.  The 
General Plan Update provides programmatic guidelines for development in the entire 
unincorporated County and allows community plans to establish specific guidelines 
to implement the policies of the General Plan Update that are appropriate for their 
community.  All future development in the unincorporated County would be required 
to comply with the policies of the General Plan Update, in addition to those identified 
in the applicable community plan.  The DEIR analysis of project impacts includes the 
updates to the community plans, which are a component of the proposed project.  
Therefore, the General Plan Update does not defer implementation of its policies.  
Also see responses to Comments G3-29, O13-2, and X6-5. 

 
X5-13 It is not clear what policy should be revised based on this comment since no 

particular policy was cited.  Rather, the comment pertains to a general statement 
made within DEIR Section 2.1.3.1, Issue 1: Scenic Vistas, summarizing the policies 
under draft Land Use Element Goal LU-6.  The County finds that the statement 
within the DEIR is valid.  The comment goes on to say that community plans that do 
not support the General Plan policies should be identified and disclosed in the EIR 
and General Plan.  County staff has carefully reviewed community plans and the 
General Plan Update and has found no inconsistencies to date.  Future updates to 
community plans will also be reviewed for consistency with the General Plan 
documents as well as the certified EIR for the project.  Also see response to 
comment X6-6. 

 
X5-14 This comment incorrectly assumes that the General Plan Update goal is to increase 

density and recommends that the DEIR show how increased densities can be 
achieved in every community.  It is not clear whether the commenter is referring to 
increases when compared to the existing General Plan or increases when compared 
to the existing conditions on the ground.  However, it should be clarified that the 
DEIR evaluates development that would be consistent with the proposed Land Use 
Map (Referral Map).  The densities shown on the map are supported by the 
community plans.  There is no substantial evidence to suggest that densities shown 
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on the proposed Land Use Map, or any of the alternative maps analyzed in the 
DEIR, could not be achieved.  See also response to comment X6-11. 

 
 
X5-15 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update would 

reduce density when compared with the existing General Plan, which was in effect 
when the MSCP was adopted.  The proposed project would result in 3,166 fewer 
housing units within the MSCP Subarea boundary when compared to the existing 
General Plan and would also be more consistent with MSCP designations and 
provisions.  This comprehensive update to the General Plan would not hinder the 
County's conservation goals.  Based on staff's review, the County will continue to be 
in rough step with regard to MSCP losses and gains under the General Plan Update.  
See also response to comment X6-41. 

 
X5-16 The County agrees that policies related to clustering also require consistency with 

community character.  Community character is defined in the draft General Plan, 
Chapter 10 Acronyms and Glossary.  The County agrees that the specifics of 
community character vary depending on the community in question, which is why 
updated community plans are an important part of the General Plan Update.   

 
X5-17 The County disagrees that community plans will not allow the Conservation 

Subdivision Program to be implemented, as discussed in response to comment X5-
10 above.  Also, the County has not identified community plans where conservation-
oriented design “could be a problem.”  Community plans must be consistent with the 
General Plan in accordance with draft General Plan Policy LU-2.1, Community 
Plans.  Community character is a very important aspect in planning development 
within the County of San Diego and is also related to aesthetic and land use issues 
evaluated pursuant to CEQA.  The County aims to provide a mechanism to allow 
more compact development without compromising community character.  At the 
present time, the County has determined that this balance can be achieved with the 
combined implementation of the proposed policies, community plan updates, and the 
draft Conservation Subdivision Program.   

 
X5-18 The County disagrees that a policy is necessary that precludes future community 

plans from prohibiting clustering or consolidating to achieve better open 
space/preserve design.  The Conservation Subdivision Program establishes 
minimum percentages of resources that must be avoided when subdividing property.  
This program combined with the County’s review for internal consistency within the 
General Plan is considered to be sufficient for supporting conservation-oriented 
subdivision design.  

 
X5-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  Clustering or consolidation of 

development footprint must be done in a manner that is sensitive to community 
character and there are many strategies for accomplishing this without sacrificing 
open space protection.  The preservation of open space in perpetuity is supported in 
the draft General Plan.  Not all open space achieved through the Conservation 
Subdivision Program (CSP) will be applied to MSCP because not all projects will be 
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located within MSCP boundaries and not all open space will be for the protection of 
biological resources (i.e., some open space may be for agricultural or cultural 
resources).  However, it should be noted that preservation of biological resources in 
the MSCP pursuant to any projects, not just subdivisions, is counted toward MSCP 
gains based on existing regulations, and is also protected under existing regulations.  
An explicit General Plan policy is not necessary and would likely cause greater 
misunderstanding regarding application of the CSP, which is a separate program that 
will be implemented through specific regulatory ordinances.   

 
X5-20 The County does not agree with this comment.  The MSCP is a Habitat Conservation 

Plan with goals for biological preservation.  Not all lands proposed for Semi-Rural or 
Rural Lands designations under the General Plan Update contain sensitive habitat.  
The MSCP already requires consolidation of development within identified biological 
resource core areas and mapped pre-approved mitigation areas (PAMA) where 
sensitive biological resources occur.  It is not clear from the comment why the 
County’s General Plan or its implementing programs should apply stricter biological 
regulations with broader application than a Habitat Conservation Plan like the MSCP.  
To do so would conflict with the existing MSCP since mandatory avoidance 
regulations jeopardize the ability to provide compensatory mitigation for impacts.  As 
currently proposed, the Conservation Subdivision Program is proposed as a means 
to facilitate subdivision of property while preserving multiple types of sensitive 
resources in the County, such as biology, agriculture, paleontological resources, and 
cultural or historical resources. 

 
X5-21 It is not clear how the suggestion in this comment differs from the proposed CSP as 

currently written.  The CSP Rural Design Guidelines would involve findings of 
compatibility.  Currently, the only proposed restrictions on lot size are those within 
particular community plans. 

 
X5-22 The community plans are part of the County's General Plan, and as such, their 

policies must be adhered to.  Community plans may impose limits for a given 
community.  This is not in conflict with the CSP as currently written.  The CSP does 
not prescribe a certain lot size, but it allows reduction in minimum lot sizes 
established in other regulations.  Therefore, minimum lot sizes or size restrictions 
within community plans would not conflict with the CSP.  Requiring consistency with 
community character is an important aspect of the General Plan Update and is also 
an important part of the environmental review for projects such as subdivisions.  
Based on County staff's review, the community plans do not restrict any 
development or development patterns that would result in a net environmental 
benefit.  Without more specific examples, further response cannot be provided. 

 
X5-23 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 

comments X5-10, X5-21 and X5-22 above. 
 
X5-24 The County does not agree with this comment.  While there is not sufficient detail in 

the comment to clearly identify the issue being raised, it appears to be a request that 
the County provide substantial evidence supporting the determination that 
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cumulative impacts to Local Policies and Ordinances are less than significant.  The 
County substantiates this claim within the DEIR discussion and description of 
applicable local ordinances and policies related to biological resource protection, 
including how these regulations will continue be effective, if not more effective, under 
the General Plan Update.  Implementation measures to make local policies and 
ordinances related to biological resource protection consistent with the General Plan 
Update are not appropriate since these regulations are already consistent with the 
proposed project and no modifications are needed other than those changes 
proposed under the Conservation Subdivision Program (Implementation Plan 
Measure 5.1.2.D).  As stated in the DEIR, impacts would be less than significant; 
therefore, mitigation is not required.  See also response to comment X6-44. 

 
X5-25 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update would not 

“allow more development density and intensity.”  The proposed project would result 
in 3,166 fewer housing units within the MSCP Subarea boundary than the existing 
General Plan and would also be more consistent with MSCP designations and 
provisions.  In addition, all of the provisions within the MSCP Plan documents will 
remain unchanged and no conflicts have been identified between the proposed 
project and the MSCP.  Implementation measures to “ensure consistency” with 
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) and the Natural Community Conservation 
Planning (NCCP) programs are not appropriate since the proposed project is already 
consistent with all identified HCPs and NCCPs in the project area.  See also 
responses to comments X6-41 and X6-45. 

 
X5-26 The County agrees that trail locations are very important and should be located to 

limit the effects to biological resources.  However, trails cannot always be located to 
avoid sensitive habitat or wildlife movement paths.  The MSCP allows such uses if 
certain findings and mitigation measures are met.  It is not clear from the comment 
why the County’s General Plan should apply stricter biological regulations than a 
Habitat Conservation Plan like the MSCP.  The County does not agree that the 
General Plan should be so specific as to address net increase and agency approval 
of trails.  The County Trails Plan, the Community Trails Master Plan, and Area 
Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) appropriately address this concern. 

 
 The Conservation and Open Space Element section was revised previously to better 

differentiate open space, parks and preserves.  Restrictions on NCCP/HCP 
Preserves are regulated by those plan documents (e.g., MSCP Subarea Plan) and 
by the designation or easement protecting the land. 

 
X5-27 The County agrees that monitoring and enforcement is critical.  See draft 

Conservation and Open Space Element Policies COS-1.3, Management; COS-1.7, 
Preserve System Funding; COS-1.11, Volunteer Preserve Monitor; and Goal 
COS-23, Recreational Opportunities in Preserves. 

 
X5-28 The County does not agree that the recommended language is necessary since 

Policy LU-4.6, Planning for Adequate Energy Facilities, already requires that adverse 
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impacts are minimized.  The policy as written does not conflict with MSCP goals or 
objectives, so it is not clear from the comment what specific concern is being raised. 

 
X5-29 The County does not agree with this comment.  It is not appropriate to incorporate 

policies from draft Habitat Conservation Plans into the General Plan.  However, the 
General Plan will be consistently updated in the future to incorporate MSCP 
Preserve boundaries and major policy issues once they are adopted. 

 
X5-30 The update to the Zoning Ordinance is still in progress but will be available for public 

review and comment once it is completed.  The draft Implementation Plan provides a 
brief overview of the other regulations that may be updated for consistency with the 
General Plan.  Specific changes to those regulations will also be available for review 
and comment prior to adoption by the Board of Supervisors. 

 
X5-31 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. 
 
X5-32 Mitigation measures, including established management/funding of preserve areas, 

are typically required to occur prior to impacts (i.e., grading, construction, final map, 
or ministerial actions).  There is no nexus for requiring protection measures at 
tentative approval stages.  However, if a landowner performs or allows unauthorized 
land modification prior to grading permit issuance, then that should be reported to 
County Code Enforcement (see http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/ce5/index.html).   

 
X5-33 The County does not agree with this comment.  The suggestions appear to be more 

restrictive than the current MSCP regulations stipulate.  As such, the revisions 
should be accomplished through MSCP and Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) 
amendments first, and then incorporated into the General Plan if appropriate.  It 
should be noted that the General Plan Update does not include any changes to 
MSCP Plans or associated documents. 

 
X5-34 The County does not agree with this comment.  Since the issue pertains to 

conformance with CEQA, it is not appropriate to mandate as a General Plan policy.  
In addition, once a guideline or recommendation is made into a General Plan policy, 
a General Plan Amendment is required in order to modify it in the future.  The County 
has Biological Report Format & Content Requirements as well Guidelines for 
Determining Significance pursuant to CEQA considerations (see 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/procguid.html#bio).  These documents provide 
detail regarding survey requirements.  The County makes these guidelines available 
for public review and comment through regular updates and welcomes comments 
from the Wildlife Agencies.   

 
X5-35 County staff verifies site conditions prior to circulating CEQA documents for public 

review.  If an instance of site modification occurs prior to discretionary approvals, it 
should be reported to the County for investigation. 

 
X5-36 The County does not agree with this comment.  MSCP annual reports are prepared 

and provided to the Wildlife Agencies and to the Board of Supervisors.  As shown in 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/ce5/index.html
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/procguid.html#bio
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the reports, MSCP losses continue to be in rough step with gains and the County has 
achieved approximately 70 percent of its conservation goal.  The MSCP covers the 
southwest part of the County's jurisdiction, while the General Plan Update covers all 
unincorporated area.  The detail requested in this comment is not necessary within 
the programmatic EIR for the County's General Plan Update and would be 
misleading since it only pertains to a portion of the project area. 

 
X5-37 The County does not agree with the recommendations and direction provided in this 

comment.  It is true that the MSCP specifically regulates impacts to movement and 
corridor areas and provides for site-specific measures such as bridge and crossing 
design.  As such, potential impacts within the MSCP would be deemed less than 
significant.  The County is working on MSCP Plans for North County and East 
County that would also address specific impacts to wildlife corridors.  This type of 
regulation is more appropriate within the MSCP Plans given the level of analysis 
needed to define and identify corridors and linkages in the County.  Since the North 
and East County Plans are not yet in effect, impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable within the DEIR for the General Plan Update.  See also 
response to comment X6-36. 

 
X5-38 The description of “preserves” under the Context heading of the Parks and 

Recreation section of the draft Conservation Element has been amended with the 
addition of “as well as community character” after “protect biological, cultural, and 
historical resources”, as recommended. 

 
X5-39 In draft Conservation and Open Space Element Goal COS-24, Park and Recreation 

Funding, the County replaced the term “open space” with the word “preserves.”  The 
County does not agree with the use of the term “MSCP lands” as this term would 
apply to any lands in the MSCP boundary, including privately-owned developed 
lands.  The Department of Parks and Recreation currently has the lead on managing 
preserve lands; however, it is not the purpose of the draft General Plan to discuss or 
identify which is the responsible department of the County.  This information is 
provided through implementing policies and procedures. 

 
X5-40 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X5-39 

above. 
 
X5-41 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County's intention in the Mobility 

Element is to maximize trails and bicycle facilities under the General Plan Update, 
while a primary objective of the Conservation and Open Space Element is to 
preserve sensitive resources.  Policies that appear to be competing will be balanced 
during implementation of development projects.  In addition, construction of a 
transportation network would not be at the expense of sensitive resources as 
evidenced by policies M-2.3, Environmentally Sensitive Road Design, and M-4.5, 
Context Sensitive Road Design.   

 
X5-42 While the comment does not cite a specific section or policy from the Mobility 

Element, the County is unaware of any policies that “maximize development of trails 
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within open space.”  Policy M-12.5, Future Trails, states: “Explore opportunities to 
designate or construct future trails on County-owned lands, lands within the Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (MSCP), or other lands already under public 
ownership or proposed for public acquisition.”  In response to a previous comment 
from the commenter, the policy was changed from “maximize” to “explore.” 

 
 To balance this policy, the Mobility Element also includes Policy M-12.9, 

environmental and Agricultural Resources, which states: “Site and design specific 
trail segments to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources, ecological 
systems, and agricultural lands.  Within MSCP preserves, conform siting and use of 
trails to MSCP management plans.”  Also, the last sentence of this policy was added 
in response to a previous comment from this commenter. 

 
 The comment further suggests that the MSCP Subarea Plan specifically regulates 

trails within pre-approved mitigation area (PAMA) and other MSCP lands in general.  
This is not correct.  It should be noted that the General Plan provides overriding 
direction that is further implemented by the County Trails Program; therefore, the 
General Plan policies do not have the same level of details.  In addition, Section 1.9 
of the South County MSCP, as cited by the commenter, applies only to areas that 
were designated as MSCP Preserves.  It does not apply to areas mapped as PAMA 
or other areas within the MSCP.  PAMA lands may be developed as long as the 
provisions in the BMO are met.  Other than the provisions regarding trails within 
designated preserve areas, the MSCP documents do not specifically address trail 
projects. 

 
X5-43 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X5-41 

above. 
 
X5-44 The terms “active recreation” and “passive recreation” are clearly defined in the 

glossary for the General Plan Update.  A lengthy list of every type of active or 
passive recreation is neither necessary nor appropriate.  Both active and passive 
recreational uses may be allowed on and adjacent to open space depending on 
many specific factors, including the open space language, the land use designation, 
the zoning designation, other designations (MSCP, FEMA, airport safety, etc.), the 
ownership, and any sensitive resources present.  The type of detail requested in this 
comment is too specific for a General Plan and is more appropriately provided in 
implementing regulations. 

 
X5-45 The County does not agree with this comment.  Annual available funding for these 

programs is subject to variability, as is the allocation of such funding.  Budget 
information is available to the public.  However, it is not appropriate within a General 
Plan, which should not be written in a manner that requires frequent updating. 

 
X5-46 The County does not agree that the guidelines discussed in this comment should be 

formalized into General Plan policy.  The goals and policies for trails in the General 
Plan Update do not conflict with the specific requirements of MSCP, County Trails 
Program (CTP), County Trails Master Plan (CTMP), or Resource Management Plans 
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(RMPs).  Rather, the General Plan Update supports these specific provisions and 
guidelines, which are more appropriately addressed in the implementing documents 
and ordinances. 

 
X5-47 The fourth paragraph of the Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trail Facilities section of the 

draft Mobility Element, under the “Context” subheading, had previously been 
amended, based on a previous recommendation by the commenter, with the addition 
of text that “trails located within or adjacent to biological preserves are guided by 
ecological principles and the County’s MSCP, which require mitigation of impacts to 
biological resources”. 

 
 The County does not agree with the additional language in this comment related to 

species protection always having priority over recreational uses.  The County is 
allowed take where take permits have been obtained or may apply for take in other 
areas upon agreement with the Wildlife Agencies and adequate mitigation.  The 
language recommended in this comment would suggest otherwise. 

 
X5-48 It is unclear what the commenter means by “additional CEQA”; however, the County 

always complies with CEQA prior to approving projects for trails.  In addition, 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) review is conducted for areas outside 
MSCP and/or for state listed species not covered by MSCP. 

 
X5-49 The County agrees with this comment.  The MSCP Subarea Plan and the CTMP are 

implementing programs/plans adopted by the Board of Supervisors which must be 
adhered to.  As such, trails in the MSCP must meet MSCP and BMO provisions.  
And adopted individual community trails and pathways plans in the CTMP must meet 
CTMP provisions.  If applicable, a CEQA document would be prepared after it is 
determined that facilities comply with these local plans.  This is a matter of regulatory 
processing and not a General Plan issue. 

 
X5-50 The General Plan Update does work collaboratively with implementing documents 

such as the MSCP and the CTP.  Proposed General Plan policies support the 
specific guidance and provisions included in such documents.  It should be clarified 
that these programs have very specific goals and small project areas when 
compared to the County's General Plan.  As such, it is critical that the General Plan 
Update clearly support such plans without replicating them within the General Plan 
text.   

 
X5-51 It is to be expected that disagreements sometimes arise regarding interpretation and 

implementation of existing programs.  The County welcomes any and all information, 
evidence, and correspondence regarding how standards are met and will continue to 
work cooperatively with the Wildlife Agencies on such matters. 

 
X5-52 For clarification, Rec-2.3 is not a General Plan Update policy, but a proposed 

mitigation measure within the DEIR.  The term “environmentally sensitive” was 
added before pathway/trail in this mitigation language.  However, the County does 
not agree with rest of the recommended revisions in this comment because the 
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commenter does not provide adequate reasoning for the changes.  The County has 
determined that community character is an important consideration for future 
development, facilities, and infrastructure.  See also responses to comments X6-14, 
X6-48, X6-92, and X6-93. 

 
X5-53 See response to comment X5-47 above. 
 
X5-54 The County does not agree with this comment.  It is not feasible to account for all 

proposed fuel modification zones and maintenance activities for future development 
pursuant to the General Plan Update.  Draft Safety Element Goal S-4, Managed Fuel 
Loads, and Policies S-4.1, Fuel Management Programs, and S-4.2, Coordination to 
Minimize Fuel Management Impacts, address the need to balance fuel modification 
with biological resource protection.  Anything more specific related to NCCP/HCP 
standards should be mandated within the MSCP Plans. 

 
X5-55 The County does not agree with this comment.  Any proposed development project 

that will impact a preserve, whether it is due to fuel modification requirements or 
other project impacts, would require substantial mitigation measures to offset the 
significance of the impact based on existing regulations and CEQA compliance.  It 
would not be appropriate for the General Plan to establish a no-net-loss standard, 
thereby abrogating the mitigation process.   

 
 Moreover, if the comment is meant to address “new fire regulations” with regard to 

existing development near a preserve, the County cannot mandate such conditions.  
The County's regulatory land use authority lies within the permitting process (i.e., 
new or expanded development).  As such, this issue would need to be resolved 
between CAL FIRE and the Wildlife Agencies. 

 
X5-56 This comment appears to be a continued misunderstanding.  The County does not 

have a Vegetation Management Program or a Fuel Management Plan.  The State of 
California has a Vegetation Management Program (CAL FIRE). However, the County 
prepared a Vegetation Management Report to the Board of Supervisors, which was 
received by the Board on March 25, 2009 (Item 2), which may be viewed at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/docs/MARCH_25_2009_VEG_MNGMT_REP
T.pdf.  The Vegetation Management Report served as an informational tool for 
County decision makers, but is not a plan or program.  The County does not agree 
that this report should be addressed in General Plan Update text or EIR. 

 
X5-57 The County does not agree with this comment.  Compliance is mandated by State 

law.  Roles and responsibilities for General Plan components are provided in the 
Implementation Plan, but are flexible in the event that modifications are necessary.  
These assignments may change at the discretion of the Chief Administrative Officer 
and his/her management team without the need for a General Plan Amendment. 

 
X5-58 The MSCP annual report will not be coordinated with General Plan annual reports.  

This is because the MSCP Plan is very different from the County’s General Plan, 
with different goals and objectives, different geographic scope, and different 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/docs/MARCH_25_2009_VEG_MNGMT_REPT.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/docs/MARCH_25_2009_VEG_MNGMT_REPT.pdf
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reporting requirements.  In addition, the County Department of Parks and Recreation 
prepares the MSCP annual report, whereas the Department of Planning and Land 
Use will likely prepare the annual reports for the County’s General Plan. 

 
X5-59 The County agrees that Resource Management Plans (RMPs) are not policy 

documents.  In some of staff's previous responses to the January 30, 2009 
comments, issues were incorrectly deferred to RMPs.  Revised responses to 
comments were provided on July 29, 2009.  In some cases, however, issues raised 
by the Wildlife Agencies are more appropriately addressed through site-specific 
management directives.  Regardless, the County reiterates that many of the details 
expressed in this and in previous letters related to particular projects or MSCP 
provisions are too specific for inclusion into the County General Plan. 

 
X5-60 The County is not entirely clear what commitment the Wildlife Agencies are referring 

to in this comment.  With regard to the County's existing NCCP/HCP (the MSCP 
Subarea Plan), the County made a firm commitment to implement area specific 
management directives when the Plan was adopted in 1997.  There are provisions 
within the MSCP Subarea Plan to address any disputes among the parties of the 
Plan if deemed necessary.  It is not clear from this comment how the General Plan 
Update project, as described in the DEIR, would adversely affect the MSCP.  When 
compared to the existing General Plan, the proposed project would substantially 
reduce potential direct and indirect effects on existing and planned preserves in the 
MSCP Subarea.  Without more specific comments about how the proposed project, 
or components of the project, would conflict with MSCP provisions or directives, the 
County cannot provide further response. 

 
X5-61 The sentence referred to in this comment was replaced with the statement that 

Recreation and Conservation Open Space designations have been further 
distinguished within the General Plan Update text. 

 
X5-62 The draft Implementation Plan requires that the County implement the Conservation 

Subdivision Program (Section 5.1.2.D).  As written, the Conservation Subdivision 
Program (CSP) would be the tool to allow clustering and promote the consolidation 
of development footprint, both inside and outside the MSCP.  The full draft CSP was 
made available for public review and is still available on the General Plan Update 
website at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html.  As such, the 
language requested in this comment was incorporated into the draft Implementation 
Plan by reference.  Additional language within the Implementation Plan is not 
necessary. 

 
X5-63 The County does not agree with this comment.  Comment D4 of the January 30, 

2009 letter pertains to the future North and East County MSCPs.  In response, 
County staff agreed that the General Plan would be updated again to incorporate 
information on those Plans when they are adopted.  In its response, the County did 
not consider adding information about future MSCPs or existing preserve acreages 
to the EIR for the General Plan Update.  The MSCP annual reports are made 
available to the Wildlife Agencies each year.  These reports do not need to be 
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summarized within the General Plan Update EIR since they would cover only a 
portion of the project area and would not match the existing conditions (plan-to-
ground) baseline established for the CEQA document.  See also responses to 
comments X5-36 and X6-17. 

 
X5-64 The General Plan Update policies are written in an active voice, such as “Require 

development” or “Coordinate with.”  However, while not specifically stated, each 
policy is intended to begin with “the County shall”; for example, “The County shall 
require development ...”  

 
X5-65 The County does not agree that this issue is related to the General Plan Update or 

that it needs to be addressed in the EIR.  The issue raised is an implementation 
matter regarding preserved land within the adopted MSCP Subarea Plan.  However, 
clear procedural language regarding Resource Management Plans does not appear 
to have been included in the MSCP Implementing Agreement.  The County 
endeavors to resolve such issues quickly and to the satisfaction of the Wildlife 
Agencies.  However, it would not be appropriate to include this type of detail within 
the General Plan.  See also response to comment X6-66. 

 
X5-66 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. 
 
X5-67 This comment includes Attachments A and B to the joint letter from the wildlife 

agencies.  Attachment C to the letter qualifies as a separate comment letter (X6), for 
which County responses are provided below. 
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X6-1 The County does not agree that DEIR Section 2.1 should identify Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) pre-approved mitigation area (PAMA) lands as visual 
resources.  The table and introduction in Section 2.1 are meant to only provide a 
quick summary of the determinations of significance for this subject.  MSCP lands 
and Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) are identified elsewhere in this 
subchapter as having scenic value (See Sections 2.1.1.2 and 2.1.3.2). 

 
X6-2 The DEIR Section 2.1.1.2 Scenic Vistas and Visual Resources, under the “Multiple 

Species Conservation Program Lands” subheading, has been revised to indicate that 
the “regional” MSCP plan was finalized March 1998.  It is not clear from the 
remainder of the comment if further revisions are being recommended.  The County 
is aware of when the Subarea Plans were adopted and understands the terms of 
Minor and Major amendment areas.  These issues are not at variance with the DEIR. 

 
X6-3 DEIR Section 2.1.2.3 has been revised to include the following new subsection: 
 
 “Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and the County of San Diego 

Code of Regulatory Ordinances Sections 86.501-86.509, Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance (BMO) 
As a major program in the County that addresses land use, trails and its relationship 
with County parks, the MSCP, BMO, and supporting regulations help preserve the 
scenic value of lands within MSCP boundaries.  These documents define how much 
native habitat, wildlife corridors, and linkage areas can be impacted or preserved.” 

 
X6-4 It is not clear what the comment is requesting.  The cited section identifies that 

impacts to trees and rock outcroppings are considered to be impacts to scenic 
resources.  The guideline for determining significance, as provided under DEIR 
Section 2.1.3.2, states that substantial adverse change to trees and rock 
outcroppings are considered to be significant impacts, and this guideline applies to 
any part of the unincorporated County, not just within Habitat Conservation 
Plans/Natural Community Conservation Plans (HCPs/NCCPs).  As such, the 
comment is not at variance with the contents of the DEIR. 

 
X6-5 The County does not agree that policy implementation is being deferred to future 

community plan updates.  The policies and programs contained in a community or 
subregional plan, which must be consistent with the General Plan, are intended to 
provide long-term guidance and stability in implementing the goals of the plan.  
Updated community plans must be consistent with the proposed project.  The 
General Plan Update provides programmatic guidelines for development in the entire 
unincorporated County and allows community plans to establish specific guidelines 
that are appropriate for their community.  All future development in the 
unincorporated County would be required to comply with the policies of the General 
Plan Update, in addition to those identified in the applicable community plan.  The 
DEIR analysis of project impacts includes the updates to the community plans, which 
are a component of the proposed project.  Therefore, the General Plan Update does 
not defer implementation of its policies.  Also see responses to comments G3-29, 
G3-32, and O13-2. 
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X6-6 It is not clear what policy should be revised based on this comment since no 
particular policy was cited.  Rather, the comment pertains to a general statement 
made within DEIR Section 2.1.3.1 summarizing the policies under draft Land Use 
Element Goal LU-6, Development - Environmental Balance.  As stated above in 
response to comment X6-5, the County finds that the statement within the DEIR is 
valid.  The comment goes on to say that community plans that do not support the 
General Plan policies should be identified and disclosed in the EIR and General 
Plan.  In response, County staff has carefully reviewed the community plans and the 
draft General Plan and has found no inconsistencies to date.  Future updates to 
community plans will also be reviewed for consistency with the General Plan Update 
documents as well as the certified EIR for the project. 

 
X6-7 The County agrees that the primary focus of the Conservation and Open Space 

Element was updated per the previous comments from CDFG to remove “balance” 
from the sentence.  The current language is provided below: 

 
 “The primary focus of the Conservation and Open Space Element is to provide 

direction to future growth and development in the County of San Diego with respect 
to the following: the conservation, management, and utilization of natural and cultural 
resources; the protection and preservation of open space; and the provision of park 
and recreation resources.” 

 
 In response to this comment, DEIR Section 2.1.3.1 has also been revised with this 

updated language. 
 
X6-8 The County does not agree that the recommended language should be added to the 

DEIR Section on Scenic Resources.  The MSCP is a comprehensive, long-term 
habitat conservation plan which addresses the needs of multiple species and the 
preservation of natural vegetation communities.  This program is described in the 
Aesthetics subchapter of the DEIR as having scenic resources, but it does not 
provide for the regulation of resources for their scenic value.  As such, additional 
detailed discussion of the MSCP in the cited section of the DEIR is not warranted.   

 
X6-9 The County will notify the Wildlife Agencies regarding future General Plan 

Amendments related to the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) lands.  The comment 
does not raise specific issues relative to the DEIR, and therefore no further response 
is provided. 

 
X6-10 The County does not agree that the cited statement is “prejudicial and not supported 

by substantial evidence in the record.”  The County has held numerous public 
meetings to discuss the Conservation Subdivision Program and has prepared 
examples of conservation subdivision design in various areas.  During this process, 
the County has concluded that the program may significantly affect community 
character in some areas based on the guideline for determining significance for 
visual character or quality (Section 2.1.3.3 of the DEIR).  The reasoning for this 
conclusion is provided within the cited section.  Given that this is a programmatic EIR 
for a General Plan, the County is not required to identify every community and 
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scenario in which this impact may occur in order to make a determination of 
“potentially significant.”  

 
X6-11 Based on the content of this comment, it appears the commenter had intended to 

cite DEIR Section 2.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, under the “Proposed 
General Plan Update Goals and Policies” subheading, although this section does not 
appear on the page cited by the commenter.  The County does not agree with the 
first sentence in this comment.  The DEIR does not state or imply that one of the 
central land use goals of the proposed General Plan Update is to provide land use 
designations that would result in increased development densities in some areas of 
the unincorporated County.  The impact analysis for visual character or quality 
includes a plan-to-ground analysis that acknowledges that there will be increased 
development in some areas when compared to the existing condition.   

 
 The comment goes on to correctly cite the DEIR with regard to policies that 

emphasize community character and limits on new expansions of the Village 
Regional Category depending on community character and scale.  However, the last 
sentence of the comment again incorrectly assumes that the General Plan Update 
goal is to increase density and recommends that the DEIR show how increased 
densities can be achieved in every community.  It is not clear whether the 
commenter is referring to increases when compared to the existing General Plan or 
increases when compared to the existing conditions on the ground.  However, the 
DEIR evaluates development that would be consistent with the proposed Land Use 
Map (Referral Map).  The densities shown on the map are supported by the 
community plans.  Any future increases in density, such as expansion of a Village 
Regional Category pursuant to draft Land Use Element Policy LU-1.6, Village 
Expansion, would have to undergo a separate environmental analysis concurrent 
with an application for a General Plan Amendment.   

 
X6-12 DEIR Section 2.1.3.4 under subheading “Federal, State, and Local Regulations and 

Existing Regulatory Processes,” has been revised in response to this comment.  The 
following language was added: 

 
 “Additionally, Section 1.10 of the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan requires uses within 

or adjacent to MSCP Preserves to be minimized and shielded.” 
 
X6-13 The comment requests that draft Land Use Element Policy LU-6.4, Sustainable 

Subdivision Design, be revised to remove the following phrase: “and, when 
appropriate, provide public amenities consistent with the applicable community plan.”  
The County does not agree with this recommendation.  Generally, the County does 
not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and policies this late in the 
planning process.  These goals and policies were closely vetted with the General 
Plan Update Steering Committee; and any changes would not be consistent with the 
consensus which came out of this advisory group. 

 
X6-14 The comment requests that draft Conservation and Open Space Element Policy 

COS-11.3, Development Siting and Design, be revised to remove the words “and 
community character.”  The County does not agree with this recommendation.  In 
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addition, this request does not raise an environmental issue or make a substantive 
comment pursuant to CEQA.  The DEIR concludes that impacts associated with 
visual character and quality would be significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, the 
General Plan Update does not preclude development as a result of conflicts with 
community character; it would allow development to occur despite the impacts. 

 
X6-15 The comment argues that implementation of the MSCP is an existing obligation, and 

therefore, should be classified as a project feature rather than as a mitigation 
measure (Mitigation Measure AES-1.2).  The County does not agree with this 
comment.  The CEQA guidelines do not specify which types of mitigating actions 
qualify as project features rather than as mitigation measures.  Moreover, as written, 
mitigation measure Aes-1.2 states that the County will “protect sensitive biological 
habitats and species through regulations that require avoidance and mitigation of 
impacts.”  This is the mitigating action.  It then goes on to provide examples of 
regulations that help accomplish this.  Since the proposed project is a County-wide 
program change, it is appropriate to explicitly state in the EIR mitigation measures 
what programs will be carried forward, changed, or enhanced to further alleviate 
environmental impacts. 

 
X6-16 The County does not agree with this comment.  Significant impacts to special status 

species, riparian or other sensitive natural communities and wildlife movement 
corridors are allowed within HCPs and NCCPs (e.g., MSCP).  One of the purposes of 
the County MSCP is to permit take of listed species and their habitat while 
assembling a preserve system that addresses the needs of multiple species and 
preserves natural vegetation.  The MSCP provides guidance and limitations on 
potential impacts to these resources.  Therefore, impacts that are significant 
pursuant to CEQA are not necessarily in conflict with the adopted MSCP Plan.  The 
guideline for determining significance of impacts to HCPs/NCCPs is if the project 
“would conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved 
local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.”  As discussed in the DEIR, the 
General Plan Update project would not conflict with such provisions.  Therefore, 
impacts to HCPs/NCCPs would be less than significant. 

 
X6-17 The source for habitat acreages provided in the DEIR is the County of San Diego 

Department of Planning and Land Use Geographic Information System (GIS).  The 
MSCP annual report was not used since the MSCP covers only a portion of the 
project area.  The acreages provided in the habitat summaries are baseline 
estimates to establish existing conditions (Spring of 2008).   

 
X6-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  Descriptions of vegetation types 

were not meant to include all species types that can occur.  Rather, it was intended 
that the descriptions include typical plant and animal species.  Coastal cactus wren is 
not a typical species found within chaparral vegetation communities.   

 
X6-19 The recommended change was made in DEIR Section 2.4.1.2 under the subheading 

“Coastal Sage Scrub.” 
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X6-20 The recommended change was made in DEIR Section 2.4.1.2 under the subheading 
“Grasslands.” 

 
X6-21 The County does not agree with this comment.  Descriptions of vegetation types 

were not meant to include all species types that can occur.  Rather, it was intended 
that the descriptions include typical plant and animal species.  Burrowing owl, quino 
checkerspot butterfly and southwestern arroyo toad are not typical species found 
within urban/developed areas, disturbed habitat, agriculture, or eucalyptus 
woodlands.   

 
X6-22 The County does not agree with this recommendation.  In addition, this request does 

not raise an environmental issue or make a substantive comment pursuant to CEQA. 
 
X6-23 The recommended changes in this comment were made within the DEIR (Section 

2.4.2.2 State). 
 
X6-24 The recommended changes in this comment were made within the DEIR (Section 

2.4.2.3 Local). 
 
X6-25 The County does not agree that the impact analysis for special status plant and 

wildlife species must be broken down by impacts inside or outside MSCP boundaries 
or by particular species.  This level of detail is not feasible for the County; and in 
addition, it is not relevant to the analysis or the determination.  The guideline for 
determining significance is the basis for making a conclusion and it also sets the 
scope of the analysis.  The guideline states that a significant impact would occur if 
the project would “have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or 
USFWS.”  The County estimated the amount of impacts and listed the affected 
species, which qualifies as adequate analysis and disclosure within a Program EIR. 

 
The DEIR does not conclude that the General Plan Update would not result in a 
significant impact to special status plant and wildlife species.  Rather, the conclusion 
was that such impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  This determination was 
supported by substantial evidence in the DEIR.  However, the DEIR does conclude 
that impacts to HCPs and NCCPs would be less than significant.  This is because 
the General Plan Update would not conflict with the provisions of any HCP or NCCP. 

 
X6-26 The estimated impacts to special status plant and wildlife species includes planned 

trails, brush management associated with build-out of the General Plan Update land 
use map, and other direct impacts such as the proposed road network.   

 
X6-27 It should be noted that the County did not conduct a “worst-case analysis” when 

estimating impacts.  Rather, reasonably foreseeable impacts were estimated based 
on the best available information (e.g., land use maps, known brush management 
requirements, existing conditions data, etc.). 
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X6-28 Estimates of brush management were included within the five-acre area of impact 
estimated per dwelling unit for areas proposed as Rural Lands under the project.  
Based on existing development patterns, rural residential development does not 
typically impact five or more acres per dwelling unit, including brush management 
requirements.  Therefore, this is considered to be an overestimate of potential 
impacts.  

 
X6-29 The County will provide the requested information to CDFG as part of the MSCP 

annual report.    
 
X6-30 While this visual representation of potential impacts to designated critical habitat can 

be provided to CDFG upon request, the County does not agree that it should be 
included in the DEIR.  Designated critical habitat does not typically affect land use 
decisions in the County unless a federal agency is involved with the proposed action 
(see also response to comment I57-23).  As such, it is not listed as a criterion for 
significant impacts in the County's Guidelines for Determining Significance: 
Biological Resources.  As noted in the DEIR, nearly 70 percent of the designated 
habitat in the unincorporated area is located within federal or state parks.  In 
addition, much of the critical habitat is located within the adopted MSCP.  Therefore, 
this type of impact analysis is not warranted within the DEIR for the General Plan 
Update. 

 
X6-31 The text shown below was added to DEIR Section 2.4.3.1 (fourth bullet point under 

the “Indirect Impacts” subheading), as recommended. 
 

“Brush management and trail construction or use can also result in potentially 
significant edge effects to special status plants and wildlife species and/or their 
supporting habitats.” 

 
X6-32 The requested information in this comment is tracked separately and contains a 

large amount of detail that is not appropriate for discussion within the CEQA 
document.  For each Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) requested, the County reports to the 
CDFG and the US Fish and Wildlife Service the amount of coastal sage scrub lost 
and the amount remaining within the allocated 5 percent interim take authorization.  
The 5 percent allowed take amounted to 2,953.30 acres and the County currently 
has 1,793.49 acres remaining.  These totals have been added to the DEIR (Section 
2.4.3.1, Federal, State, and Local Regulations and Existing Regulatory Processes).  
In addition, another 175 acres may be impacted if current HLP applications are 
approved.   

 
 The coastal cactus wren was added as one of the target species for the Southern 

California Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP (DEIR Section 2.4.3.1 Federal, State, and 
Local Regulations and Existing Regulatory Processes). 

 
X6-33 DEIR Section 2.4.3.1, under the “Proposed General Plan Update Goals and Policies” 

subheading has been amended to add the requirement that “that trails are designed 
to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources” to the goals for the 
General Plan Update policies to support critical environmental resources.  In 
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addition, draft Mobility Element Policy M-12.9, Environmental and Agricultural 
Resources, was added as a policy that supports this goal. 

 
 The County disagrees that the phrase “when appropriate and consistent with the 

applicable community plan” should be deleted as a policy goal.  All future 
development in the unincorporated County would be required to comply with the 
policies of the General Plan Update in addition to those identified in the applicable 
community plan. 

 
X6-34 The County does not agree with this comment.  Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 

was used to develop the significance guidelines for this DEIR.  Currently this 
particular guideline states: “Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally-protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.”  This 
guideline is very specific and pertains solely to federally defined and protected 
wetlands.  As such, the analysis in DEIR Section 2.4.3.3 focused only on this type of 
resource.  Riparian and other sensitive habitat protected by the State, including 
vernal pools, are analyzed in DEIR Sections 2.4.3.1 and 2.4.3.2. 

 
X6-35 The County does not agree with this comment.  Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are 

regulated by state and federal agencies, and mitigation requirements are at the 
discretion of those agencies at the time permits are needed.  The recommendation 
that mitigation occur within the same watershed as the impact is not a mandate by 
any state or federal regulation.  This recommendation is also not necessary or 
appropriate within the County's General Plan goals or policies, or within the DEIR for 
the project.  

 
X6-36 The County does not agree with the recommendations and direction provided in this 

comment.  It is true that the MSCP specifically regulates impacts to movement and 
corridor areas and provides for site-specific measures such as bridge and crossing 
design.  As such, potential impacts within the MSCP would be deemed less than 
significant.  The County is working on MSCP Plans for North County and East 
County that would also address specific impacts to wildlife corridors.  This type of 
regulation is more appropriate within the MSCP Plans given the level of analysis 
needed to define and identify corridors and linkages in the County.  Since the North 
and East County Plans are not yet in effect, impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable within the DEIR for the General Plan Update. 

 
X6-37 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update DEIR is 

not required to “accurately reflect current discussion on North County MSCP.”  
Policies agreed upon for the draft North County MSCP and draft Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance (BMO) should not be discussed or evaluated under the EIR for the 
General Plan Update; but rather, should be discussed and analyzed within the CEQA 
document for the North County MSCP Plan.   

 
X6-38 The County does not agree with this comment which would revise draft Conservation 

and Open Space Element Policy COS-1.2, Minimize Impacts, to prohibit all 
development, not just private development, within established preserves.  The 
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County chose the proposed language due to extensive experience with public 
projects and public infrastructure that have been permitted within habitat preserves, 
whether initiated by the County or other public agencies.  When such projects are 
unavoidable, the County is committed to ensuring that environmental impacts are 
minimized. 

 
X6-39 The County does not agree with this comment.  The summary cited from the DEIR is 

the conclusion reached regarding the following guideline for determining significance: 
“the proposed County General Plan Update would result in a significant impact if it 
would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.”  As discussed in the DEIR, the 
proposed General Plan Update would not conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances.  The County agrees that the project proposes development in areas that 
contain biological resources.  However, the comment seems to imply that local 
policies and ordinances prohibit any impacts to such resources.  On the contrary, the 
applicable local policies and ordinances, as discussed in the DEIR, allow for 
development with various limitations and mitigation requirements.  Such limitations 
were considered when preparing the General Plan Update.  Therefore, the proposed 
project will not be in conflict with other local regulations; and it is anticipated that the 
General Plan Update will be more consistent with local policies and ordinances than 
the existing General Plan. 

 
X6-40 The recommended changes in this comment were added to the DEIR (Section 

2.4.3.6, under “Impact Analysis”). 
 
X6-41 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment states that the project 

would allow more density and intensity; however, this is not true when compared to 
the existing General Plan.  The existing General Plan, which was in effect when the 
MSCP was adopted, allows more density and intensity both inside and outside the 
MSCP.  The proposed project would result in 3,166 fewer housing units within the 
MSCP Subarea boundary than the existing General Plan and would also be more 
consistent with MSCP designations and provisions.  This comprehensive update to 
the General Plan would not hinder the County's conservation goals.  Based on staff's 
review, the County will continue to be in rough step with regard to MSCP losses and 
gains under the General Plan Update.  This has also been discussed with CDFG in 
more detail since receipt of this comment letter.  See also responses to comments 
X5-25 and X6-45. 

 
X6-42 While the County agrees that it is the adoption and the implementation of MSCP 

plans that are critical to the success of NCCPs and HCPs, it is the adoption of such 
plans that would serve as adequate mitigation under CEQA with the clear 
understanding that the adoption thereby obligates the participating agencies to 
implement those programs.  Therefore, the cited language within the DEIR is valid as 
written. 

 
X6-43 The County agrees that the cited section inadvertently includes discussion of state 

streambed regulations.  Section 2.4.4.3 of the DEIR has been revised as follows:   
 



Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter X 6, State of California, Department of Fish & Game (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page X6-22 
October 2010 

 “Cumulative projects ... Adjacent jurisdictions, including incorporated cities, adjacent 
counties, tribal lands, and federal and State-managed lands, would be required to 
comply with applicable federal and/or State regulations such as Section 401 and 404 
of the CWA and Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code.  If potentially 
significant impacts would occur from particular cumulative projects, then mitigation 
measures would be implemented to reduce impacts to the extent feasible to meet the 
no-net-loss standard.  Existing regulations would ensure that a significant cumulative 
impact associated with federally protected wetlands would not occur.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.”  

 
X6-44 The County does not agree with this comment.  While there is not sufficient detail in 

the comment to clearly identify the issue being raised, it appears to be a request that 
the County provide substantial evidence supporting the determination that 
cumulative impacts to local policies and ordinances are less than significant.  The 
County substantiates this claim within the DEIR discussion and description of 
applicable local ordinances and policies related to biological resource protection, 
including how these regulations will continue be effective, if not more effective, under 
the General Plan Update.  Implementation measures to make local policies and 
ordinances related to biological resource protection consistent with the General Plan 
Update are not appropriate since these regulations are already consistent with the 
proposed project and no modifications are needed other than those changes 
proposed under the Conservation Subdivision Program.  See also response to 
comment X5-24. 

 
X6-45 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update would not 

“allow more development density and intensity.”  The proposed project would result 
in 3,166 fewer housing units within the MSCP Subarea boundary than the existing 
General Plan and would also be more consistent with MSCP designations and 
provisions.  In addition, all of the provisions within the MSCP Plan documents will 
remain unchanged and no conflicts have been identified between the proposed 
project and the MSCP.  Implementation measures to “ensure consistency” with 
HCPs and NCCPs are not appropriate since the proposed project is already 
consistent with all identified HCPs and NCCPs in the project area.  See also 
responses to comments X5-25 and X6-41. 

 
X6-46 The County does not agree with this comment.  As stated in DEIR Section 2.4.6.1, 

the measure is considered to be “feasible and attainable”; however, the assurance 
and enforceability of the measure is in question since adoption of North County and 
East County MSCP Plans depends on approvals from other agencies.  Pursuant to 
CEQA Statute 21081(a) (2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a) (2), it is 
appropriate for the lead agency to make findings of significant and unavoidable when 
the measure is “within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency.”  
The County's commitment to continue to develop these plans is stated in mitigation 
measure Bio-1.2.   

 
 The County does not agree that the Quino Checkerspot Amendment or the East 

Otay Mesa Burrowing Owl Strategy should be included in the General Plan Update 
or the DEIR.  These projects are undergoing separate environmental analysis and 
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their study areas are within the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan, which is not a part of 
the proposed land use map or alternatives for the General Plan Update (i.e., no 
changes to the Specific Plan Area are proposed). 

 
X6-47 The County does not agree that the cited sections defer implementation to other 

processes that are not enforceable.  The commenter does not provide any 
substantial evidence to support the claim that the listed measures or the 
mechanisms for implementing them are not enforceable.  All of the sections within 
the bulleted list in this comment are fully enforceable by the County and will become 
part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

 
X6-48 The County does not agree with recommended revisions in this comment because 

the commenter does not provide adequate reasoning for the changes.  No 
substantive comment related to an environmental issue was provided with this 
comment. 

 
X6-49 The Conservation Subdivision Program is proposed as a component of the project.  

It also qualifies as a mitigating measure in the DEIR and will be part of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The meaning of the statement “At a minimum, it 
should be included as an alternative the EIR and GP,” is not clear and therefore no 
further response is provided. 

 
X6-50 The County does not agree with this comment.  Bio-1.2 qualifies as a mitigation 

measure pursuant to CEQA and will be within the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program.  Also see response to comment X6-46 above. 

 
X6-51 The County does not agree with this comment.  The adoption of the General Plan 

Update is a sweeping change to existing plans and programs, including changes to 
Board Policies.  Many existing plans, programs and policies are not part of any 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and are not required to continue in the 
future.  Upon certification of the EIR for the General Plan Update, the County is 
making a commitment to implement many of these policies as mitigating measures.  
As such, inclusion of mitigation measure Bio-1.3 is appropriate within the Program 
EIR. 

 
X6-52 The County does not agree with this comment.  The mitigation measures listed within 

Section 2.4.6.3 of the DEIR are meant to mitigate impacts to federally protected 
wetlands as defined by the Clean Water Act (see analysis and discussion in DEIR 
Section 2.4.3.3).  It is not clear from the comment why state regulations should be 
accounted for or how the listed mitigation measures were deemed to be flawed.  See 
also response to comment X6-34 above. 

 
X6-53 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 

comments X6-41 and X6-45 above. 
 
X6-54 The cited section generally describes the County Trails Program (CTP) and does not 

exclude any particular aspect of the program.  It is not clear from the comment why a 
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certain appendix in the CTP should be described specifically within this section.  The 
comment does not appear to raise a substantive environmental issue. 

 
X6-55 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR is a CEQA document that 

is meant to evaluate and disclose potential impacts to the environment in accordance 
with CEQA guidelines and mitigate significant effects to the extent feasible.  The 
requests in this comment are related to the existing MSCP implementation, which is 
not being altered or significantly affected by the proposed project.  The information 
being requested in this comment is provided to the wildlife agencies and the pubic 
each year in the MSCP annual report.  Table C-3 of the DEIR is part of the impact 
analysis associated with the General Plan Update; and therefore, it would not be 
appropriate to include data related to MSCP preservation.  See also responses to 
comments X6-41 and X6-45 above. 

 
X6-56 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 

comments X6-41 and X6-45 above. 
 
X6-57 The General Plan Update will facilitate clustering of development to minimize or 

avoid impacts to sensitive resources.  This will be accomplished by decoupling the 
density from the minimum lot size and by implementing the Conservation Subdivision 
Program. 

 
X6-58 The County does not agree with this comment as a whole.  The General Plan Update 

would result in the widening/expansion of roads, which will result in potentially 
significant impacts on the environment.  Each section within DEIR Chapter 2 
discusses the different types of environmental resources and subject areas that will 
or will not be affected.  As discussed in DEIR Section 2.4, the project, including the 
road network, would have a significant unavoidable impact on biological resources 
related to: special status species, riparian and other sensitive natural communities, 
and wildlife corridors.  The project, including the road network, will not conflict with 
the South County MSCP.  In addition, the project is consistent with the draft North 
County and East County MSCP Plans based on all information available to date.  It 
should be noted that the MSCP permits the construction or expansion of roadways 
within or adjacent to regional and local wildlife corridors and/or movement areas 
such as Harbison Canyon, Wildcat Canyon, and I-15.  At the time any such 
construction or expansion is proposed, the projects will be required to meet all the 
provisions of the MSCP and the Biological Mitigation Ordinance, including linkage 
and corridor findings.  In addition, the road widening projects will be required to 
mitigate impacts from fencing, road kill and lighting pursuant to MSCP and BMO 
regulations.  The County does not agree that it is appropriate to include site-specific 
detailed analysis of particular road-widening impacts within the General Plan Update 
Program EIR.  The overall biological impacts associated with the Land Use Map and 
Road Network are discussed and quantified within Section 2.4. 

 
X6-59 The comment contends that if roadways will result in significant impacts associated 

with the physical division of an established community, then the roadways will also 
result in significant impacts to the MSCP.  The County does not agree with this 
assertion.  These are two separate issues with different guidelines for determining 
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significance.  The County has concluded, based on analysis and evidence in the 
record, that the proposed road network would have the potential to divide an 
established community.  Also based on analysis and substantial evidence, the 
County concluded that the same road network would not conflict with the County's 
MSCP (i.e., an approved HCP and NCCP).  This latter conclusion was based on the 
fact that the MSCP allows construction of roads with appropriate design elements 
and mitigation.  As such, no conflict would occur and impacts would be less than 
significant.   

 
X6-60 The County does not agree with this comment.  As described in the DEIR, the State 

of California designates Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ).  The County does not 
designate such areas and therefore should not be required to analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the location of MRZs. 

 
X6-61 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment refers to MSCP 

requirements for mineral extraction.  Under the Biological Mitigation Ordinance, 
Mineral Extractions are exempt from the general provisions if certain conditions are 
met.  Other than this exemption within BMO Section 86.503(a) (9), the County's 
MSCP does not contain requirements specific to mineral extraction projects.  
Moreover, MSCP provisions would not be pertinent to the issues and guidelines of 
significance described in Section 2.10 of the DEIR.   

 
X6-62 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

X6-60 above. 
 
X6-63 The County does not agree with this comment.  Noise sensitive land uses are 

defined so as to capture noise impacts to people.  This is consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G questions related to noise.  As such, DEIR Subchapter 2.11 
focuses on the effects of noise with regard to people residing or working in or 
adjacent to the project area.  The effects of noise on sensitive biological resources 
are discussed in DEIR Subchapter 2.4.   

 
X6-64 DEIR Table 2.11-9 displays noise compatibility guidelines for a multitude of land use 

types.  This table does not assess particular noise standards for avian species.  For 
the County's guidelines on determining significant effects of noise on sensitive 
species, please see the Guidelines for Determining Significance: Biological 
Resources, dated June 30, 2009 which can be accessed at 

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf.  
 
X6-65 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment states that the project 

would allow increased development and roadway expansion.  However, the 
proposed project would result in 780 fewer roadway lane miles and 55,119 less 
vehicle trips than the existing General Plan that was in place when the MSCP was 
approved and adopted.  All future roadway projects will continue to be evaluated for 
compliance with MSCP regulations and significant potential noise exposure will be 
mitigated as always.  The proposed project would not change the application of 
these standards but would result in substantially less impacts than build-out of the 
existing General Plan.  See also response to comment X6-58 above. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf
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X6-66 The County does not agree with this comment.  DEIR Section 2.14.1.5 states that 

the Lakeside community is deficient of local parks but has an abundance of 
preserves.  It does not state that MSCP preserves are used to meet park and 
recreation needs.  DEIR Table 2.14-4 shows the acreages used to meet park and 
recreation needs; it does not include acreages within preserves. 

 
X6-67 The recommended change was made to DEIR Section 2.14.2.3 such that the 

paragraph now concludes as follows:   
 
 “MSCP documents regulate uses where sensitive biological resources occur.  For 

example, Section 1.9 of the Subarea Plan addresses recreational uses within MSCP 
preserves.” 

 
X6-68 The MSCP requirements listed in this comment are not pertinent to the Recreational 

impacts discussion in the DEIR. 
 
X6-69 The recommended change was made to DEIR Section 2.14.2.3. 
 
X6-70 This comment introduces specific recommended changes that are stated in the 

subsequent comments and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  

 
X6-71 The County does not agree with the recommendation in this comment.  The revision 

would be inappropriate because the MSCP only covers the southwestern portion of 
the County.  General Plan policies apply to the entire unincorporated area.  As such, 
areas outside the MSCP shall not be treated to be “consistent with the County's 
MSCP.”  In addition, the change is unnecessary since any improvements proposed 
within the MSCP boundary are already required to be consistent with the County's 
MSCP. 

 
X6-72 The County does not agree with the recommended change.  The policy is meant to 

address recreational goals and does not conflict with resource preservation goals.  It 
is not clear why habitat/species preservation or biological resources in particular 
would need to be incorporated into this policy as opposed to all other resource 
preservation already discussed in other areas of the General Plan Update and DEIR.  
In addition, the County does not agree that MSCP compatibility should be applied to 
the whole of the County's jurisdiction since the MSCP currently only covers the 
southwestern portion of the unincorporated area. 

 
X6-73 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-74 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 

above. 
 
X6-75 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
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X6-76 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 

above. 
 
X6-77 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 

above. 
 
X6-78 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-79 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-80 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-81 The recommended change was made to Sections 2.14.6.1 and 7.2.14.1 of the DEIR. 
 
X6-82 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-83 The recommended change was made to Sections 2.14.6.1 and 7.2.14.1 of the DEIR. 
 
X6-84 This comment introduces specific recommended changes that are stated in the 

subsequent comments and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required. 

 
X6-85 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-86 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 

above. 
 
X6-87 The County does not agree with this comment.  The added language does not 

appear to be appropriate and there was no reasoning provided in the comment to 
support the recommendation.  However, it should be noted that Draft Mobility 
Element Policy M-12.9, Environmental and Agricultural Resources, has been revised 
for clarification as follows: 

 
“Site and design specific trail segments to minimize impacts to sensitive 
environmental resources, ecological system and wildlife linkages and corridors, and 
agricultural lands.  Within the MSCP preserves, conform siting and use of trails to 
County MSCP Plans and MSCP resource management plans.” 

 
X6-88 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 

above. 
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X6-89 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-72 
above. 

 
X6-90 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-91 The County does not agree with this comment.  This issue is already addressed in 

draft Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-23.2, Regional 
Coordination, and is not related to safety concerns. 

 
X6-92 The recommended change was made to Sections 2.14.6.2 and 7.2.14.2 of the DEIR. 
 
X6-93 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-94 The County does not agree with the recommended changes to this mitigation 

measure.  The measure is adequate as written and would minimize impacts to 
various important resources.  The additional detail proposed in the comment would 
be worded at the time that the procedures are prepared (i.e., when the measure is 
implemented). 

 
X6-95 The County does not agree with this comment.  Resource Management Plans 

prepared and/or approved by the County do not always require approval from wildlife 
agencies and are not always subject to Area Specific Management Directives.  
These details would depend on the location, jurisdiction, and specific resources 
involved. 

 
X6-96 The County does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment X6-71 

above. 
 
X6-97 The County does not agree with this comment.  The Conservation Subdivision 

Program (CSP) is proposed as a mitigation measure and component of the project.  
The details of the CSP are available for review and comment.  The updated 
community plans are also available for review and comment.  The community plans 
do not preclude use of the CSP; however, they provide specific local guidance on 
development that will need to be incorporated into projects, including Conservation 
Subdivision projects if applicable.  These components are all part of the project 
described in the DEIR.  Additional alternatives are not appropriate or warranted, as 
these components would be part of the General Plan Update for any of the 
alternatives except for the “No Project Alternative.” 
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X7-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 44 from Doug 
Miner).  Refer to responses to comments I44-1 through I44-6. 
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X8-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
X8-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  Economic considerations have been 

taken into account during every step of the General Plan Update history and 
process.  Though it is not required by state law, the County has prepared numerous 
economic evaluations of the project and has made economic vitality and 
sustainability one of the primary goals of the plan, incorporating policies into each 
element that further this objective.   

 
The rural communities noted in the comment as primary resources for services to 
local residents are not being prohibited from providing services to the community 
under the proposed project.  Therefore, the County cannot respond further to this 
statement.  The comment goes on to state that various employment opportunities 
come from the US Border Patrol, schools, healthcare facilities, and casinos.  The 
General Plan Update does not prohibit these opportunities.  Therefore, the County 
cannot respond further to this statement. 

 
X8-3 This comment appears to be referring to the description of Rural Lands provided 

under the “Regional Categories” subheading in the Land Use Framework section of 
the Land Use Element.  The section describes Rural Lands, which are defined as 
areas with General Plan Update designations of Rural Lands 20 through Rural Lands 
160 or densities of one dwelling unit per 20 through 160 acres.  This section of the 
Land Use Element describes the benefits of applying a Rural Lands designation, 
such as was described in the comment. 

 
 The County disagrees that the Rural Lands Regional Category does not support the 

General Plan Update Guiding Principles.  As discussed in Chapter 2 of the draft 
General Plan under the Guiding Principles section, the Guiding Principles “…provide 
guidance for accommodating future growth while retaining or enhancing the County’s 
rural character…”  The Rural Lands Regional Category is instrumental in achieving 
the realization of many of the Guiding Principles through the low density 
development that would be allowed.  The County acknowledges that every land use 
designation is not intended to address every Guiding Principle equally; however, the 
Rural Lands designations do not preclude the achievement of objectives for any of 
the Guiding Principles.  For example, while low density designation may not support 
much future growth (Guiding Principle #1), the General Plan Update would still fulfill 
its share of regional population targets; primarily through the growth allowed under 
the Village and Semi-Rural Regional category densities. 

 
X8-4 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update Guiding Principles are not being 

addressed in rural areas because a primary objective is to direct future growth to 
areas in the unincorporated County where infrastructure and services are available.  
The County contends that this objective is consistent with the Guiding Principles, 
especially the following five: 

 
 Guiding Principle 2 (…locating new growth near existing and planned 

infrastructure, services, and jobs…) 
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 Guiding Principle 4 (Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range 
of natural resources and habitats…) 

 Guiding Principle 5 (Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints 
and the natural hazards of the land.) 

 Guiding Principle 7 (Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change.) 

 Guiding Principle 9 (Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services ...) 
 
X8-5 This comment states that build-out the General Plan Update land use map would be 

“considerably lower than currently planned by SANDAG.”  The County disagrees that 
the General Plan Update is not consistent with the SANDAG forecasts as SANDAG 
forecasts for the unincorporated areas of the County are based on General Plan 
Update forecasts.  See also response to comment G4-2. 

 
X8-6 The County agrees that the Preliminary Land Use forecasts developed by the San 

Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) for 2050 traffic planning did show that 
the entire San Diego region had a shortfall of 70,000 housing units as the region 
went into the later years.  However, these forecasts have since been revised and the 
2050 forecasts adopted by the SANDAG Board and the regions growth is expected 
to be met through 2050, as stated in the excerpt below from the SANDAG Board 
Report — 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, dated February 26, 2010. 

 
 “Since July 2009, the region’s jurisdictions each made a concerted effort to review 

how their local plans, policies, and redevelopment potential might change between 
2035 and 2050.  Through that effort the region identified sufficient residential 
capacity to house the region’s projected population growth out to 2050.” 

 
 The complete Board report is available on the SANDAG web site at the following link: 
 http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_355_10794.pdf 
 
 In addition, consistent with SANDAG’s plans to encourage Smart Growth near 

existing development and infrastructure, none of the scenarios developed by 
SANDAG to address the shortfall have suggested increases in population for the 
unincorporated County of San Diego over what is planned for by any of the DEIR 
land use alternatives.   

 
X8-7 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for equity mechanisms. 
 
X8-8 This comment provides a concluding statement and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 

http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_355_10794.pdf
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X9-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 42 from Troy 
McGuffie).  Refer to responses to comments I42-1 through I42-4. 
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X10-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
X10-2 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  No further response is 

required. 
 
X10-3 The last sentence under draft General Plan Guiding Principle 8 has been revised by 

replacing “purchase” with “voluntary removal,” as recommended. 
 
X10-4 Concerns have been raised by the commenter that the Rural Lands 80 and 160 

densities are not “in the best interest of the farm community.”  Out of the two million 
acres within the County of San Diego, 147,000 of these acres are designated Rural 
Lands 80 (excluding the Desert Subregion) on the Planning Commission 
Recommended Map.  For comparison, 44,000 acres are designated Semi-Rural 4, 
60,000 are Semi-Rural 10 and 62,000 are Rural Lands 20, resulting in a total of 
166,000 acres which are given land use designations that the commenter considers 
more suitable for farming.  The Rural Lands 160 designation is not used on the 
recommended map.  The remainders of private lands are designed smaller lot 
Village, Semi-Rural or Commercial/Industrial uses.   

 
 Additionally, most of the Rural Lands 80 densities are applied to extremely rural 

areas that are not typically as conducive to farming or any such development, such 
as the Mountain Empire Subregion with 37,000 acres and the North Mountain 
Subregion with 58,000 acres that rely entirely on groundwater, receive less recharge 
than many of the other unincorporated communities, and contain many steep slopes.   

 
X10-5 Draft Land Use Element Policy LU-17.2, Compatibility of Schools with Adjoining 

Uses, has been revised as recommend by replacing “development” with “land uses.” 
 
X10-6 Draft Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-6.3, Compatibility with 

Recreation and Open Space, has been revised as recommend by including “that are 
compatible with agriculture” between “trails” and “adjacent.” 

 
X10-7 The commenter emphasizes that the protection of farming resources is tied to the 

property values of the farms.  Due to the numerous factors that affect farmland 
values, it is difficult to quantify what economic effect the General Plan Update will 
have on them.  There is general agreement that a reduction in density from the 
General Plan Update on a property will potentially reduce its value, but research 
suggests that the effects may not be perceptible in most cases due to the following 
factors: planned densities are maximums and seldom achieved, thereby resulting in 
discounted valuations; the entitlement process can be costly and contains 
uncertainties further discounting valuations; many properties contain significant 
constraints such as steep slopes which reduce values; radical changes in market 
values over the past several years mask trends; limited land sales data is available 
for comparative analysis; and many appraisers, speculators, and brokers have been 
accounting for General Plan Update changes for several years. 
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 Another consideration is that although a property has the ability to subdivide, there 
may or may not be a demand for additional dwelling units in rural locations.  The fact 
that San Diego County’s population will continue to grow in the future is undisputed.  
However, several factors point to indications that the new growth will occur in more 
urban locations near existing infrastructure and services.  Such factors include the 
cost of gasoline, the cost of providing infrastructure and services in rural areas, and 
the changing demographics of the region (aging of the “baby-boomer” segment of 
the population, many of whom will move from larger homes into smaller homes or 
condominiums in more central locations). 

 
 The County remains committed to support the protection of farming, as evidenced by 

its support of the Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) 
program.  With this program, the County of San Diego is working with American 
Farmland Trust, a nationwide nonprofit dedicated to protecting farmland, and is in the 
final stages of negotiating a consultant contract.  

 
 In addition, the Conservation Subdivision Program is being drafted as a tool to 

balance community character, environmental interests and development potential in 
a subdivision process, with one of the goals being the preservation of agricultural 
resources.  This program is proposed to be implemented through a series of 
ordinance changes, primarily affecting the implementation of a Planned Residential 
Development or Lot Area Averaging projects. 
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X11-1 These introductory comments regarding impacts are more fully developed later in 
this comment letter and therefore more detailed responses are presented later for 
each topic. 

 
X11-2 This comment makes a general statement that certain policies in the General Plan 

Update are vague or have broad objectives that would be difficult to implement; 
however, specific policies are not identified.  On the contrary, the County has 
avoided the use of “should” in its policy language because it desires a General Plan 
that is clear on its intent and avoids debate during application.  This approach has 
also been supported by a number of stakeholders and commenters on the General 
Plan Update who have indicated that they desire clear and firm commitments to 
certain policies and actions.  In addition, the draft Implementation Plan identifies 
which policies it is intended to implement; therefore, the County also disagrees that 
the policies “lack clear implementation strategies.”  A further response cannot be 
provided without specific identification of which policies and implementation 
measures the comment is referring to. 

 
X11-3 The County disagrees that another EIR alternative is necessary that applies 

community plan-derived standards to the projected level of development in the 
General Plan Update.  The County also disagrees that draft community plans contain 
provisions that are inconsistent with the General Plan Update.  The commenter has 
not identified specific inconsistencies and therefore further response to the comment 
is not possible.  Similarly, the commenter provides no evidence to suggest that the 
General Plan Update densities are not achievable. 

 
X11-4 The County disagrees that conservation subdivisions are no longer an effective 

mitigation measure for many impacts because of provisions in community plans.  
The comment does not specifically explain which provisions in community plans are 
minimizing the effectiveness of Conservation Subdivisions.  Similarly, the commenter 
provides no evidence to suggest that the Conservation Subdivision Program will not 
be capable of implementation.  The Conservation Subdivision Program consists of 
specific revisions to the Subdivision Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, Resource 
Protection Ordinance, and Groundwater Ordinance that are described in the draft 
program documentation.  Adoption of these revisions will implement the program by 
allowing flexibility in lot size and lot configuration while achieving preserve design 
criteria and community character standards.  Examples of how the Conservation 
Subdivision Program would work are provided on the County’s website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/conssubs_examples.pdf. 

 
The County also disagrees that limits to possible reductions to minimum lot sizes 
would make the Conservation Subdivision Program avoidance standards 
unattainable.  This suggestion is not supported by evidence.  Avoided resources 
must be accomplished by avoiding disturbance to an area and placing a 
conservation easement over that area.  The avoided area may be located on a 
portion of a buildable lot or on an entirely separate lot devoted to open space.  For 
example, a 20-acre lot could contain a 15-acre open space easement that protects 
75 percent of the lot and allows for five acres of buildable area.  Therefore, a 
limitation on the lot size would not preclude the achievement of the avoidance. 
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X11-5 The County disagrees that because many General Plan Update polices require 
consistency with community plans and community character that the policies will not 
be able to be implemented.  The commenter provides no supporting evidence or 
reasoning to support this assertion.  The General Plan Update provides 
programmatic guidelines for development in the entire unincorporated County and 
allows community plans to establish specific guidelines that are appropriate for their 
communities.  All future development in the unincorporated County would be 
required to comply with the policies of the General Plan Update, in addition to those 
identified in the applicable community plan.  Therefore, the General Plan Update 
does not defer implementation of its policies.  
 
The comment goes on to say that the DEIR should analyze impacts associated with 
not implementing the proposed policies.  This analysis is already provided in 
Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, under the “No Project Alternative.” 

 
X11-6 The County acknowledges that several community plans are being updated as part 

of the General Plan Update.  The County disagrees that the specifics of the 
proposed amendments, land use map amendments, and policies are not provided.  
The General Plan Update land use map is the same as the community plan land use 
maps.  Also, the goals and policies of the updated community plans were circulated 
for public review with the draft General Plan and DEIR; therefore, the reviewer is 
afforded the opportunity to determine and comment on whether or not the community 
plan goals and policies are consistent with the General Plan Update goals and 
policies.  The community plans are also available for review at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalP
lans 

 
X11-7 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update does not consist of a complete 

package for Board of Supervisor consideration.  When the General Plan Update is 
presented to the Board of Supervisors for adoption, it will include the draft General 
Plan land use map, goals and policies, draft Implementation Plan, DEIR, draft 
community and subregional plans that have been either edited for consistency with 
the General Plan Update or comprehensively updated, the zoning use designations 
and minimum lots sizes updated to be consistent with the General Plan land use 
map, and the draft Conservation Subdivision Program.  The County considers this to 
be a complete project for consideration and does not qualify as piece-mealing.  In 
addition, the package that will be taken to the Board of Supervisors for adoption is 
more comprehensive than required by State of California General Plan Guidelines. 

 
X11-8 The County does not agree with this comment.  The requirement for development to 

be consistent with community plans and/or existing community character is an 
important guiding principle for the General Plan Update.  The Community Plans are 
meant to provide more specific guidance to proposed development plans than the 
General Plan policies within the six elements.  This is appropriate since the General 
Plan policies are global in nature and intended to guide the large and diverse region 
of the unincorporated County.  The guidance provided in the community and 
subregional plans would not undermine the framework of the General Plan.  Based 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
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on review of community and subregional plan policies, none have been identified that 
would hinder build-out of the land use map or conservation of resources.  

 
X11-9 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update draft Policy COS-6.2 

requirement for development “to minimize potential conflicts with adjacent 
agricultural operations” is either a blanket requirement to provide buffers or is related 
to community character.  The policy is intended to protect two dissimilar land uses 
from potential future conflicts.  Community character is a secondary consideration 
and does not generate the need to provide buffers. 

 
X11-10 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update does not plan for higher density 

housing.  The General Plan land use map would accommodate approximately 
38,819 acres of village residential development.  However, the County finds that the 
statement regarding the lack of availability of land appropriate for 30 dwelling units 
per acre is valid.  Application of this density is not appropriate in most of the 
unincorporated County. 

 
X11-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County agrees that compatibility 

with community character tends to be more a factor of rural design characteristics 
than the actual lot size.  However, minimum lot size is related to the availability of 
sewer services and other public services. 

 
 The County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and 

policies this late in the planning process.  These goals and policies were vetted with 
the General Plan Update Steering Committee and any changes would not be 
consistent with the consensus which came out of this advisory group. 

 
X11-12 The County does not agree with this comment.  Draft General Plan Policy LU-6.3, 

Conservation-Oriented Project Design, is not “trumped” by community plans.  Some 
draft community plans contain goals and policies that will guide implementation of 
Conservation Subdivisions in order to respond to community specific issues.  
Providing for this tailored application of the Conservation Subdivision Program would 
not negate its benefits and is reasonable considering the extent of the County's 
jurisdictions and the diversity of the communities it contains.  With the proposed 
project, the County aims to provide a mechanism to allow more compact 
development without compromising community character.  At the present time, the 
County has determined that this balance can be achieved with the combined 
implementation of the proposed policies, community plan updates, and the draft 
Conservation Subdivision Program.   

 
The comment further recommends specific policy language.  The County does not 
concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and policies this late in the 
planning process.  These goals and policies were vetted with the General Plan 
Update Steering Committee and any changes would not be consistent with the 
consensus which came out of this advisory group.   

  
X11-13 The County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and 

policies this late in the planning process.  In addition, the County disagrees that 
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community plans are unknown documents.  They are part of the County’s General 
Plan, and as such, their policies must be adhered to. 

 
X11-14 Please refer to response to comment X11-13 above. 
 
X11-15 The County Planning Commission recommended changes to draft General Plan 

Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities during Planning Commission hearings in February 
2010.  The policy, as revised, is provided below. 

 
 “Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned growth.  Require sewer 

systems to be planned, developed, and sized to serve the land use pattern and 
densities depicted on the Land Use Map.  Sewer systems and services shall not be 
extended beyond either Village boundaries (or extant Urban Limit Lines), whichever 
is more restrictive, except:  

 
 When necessary for public health, safety, or welfare; 

 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 

 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan.” 
 
X11-16 The County does not agree with this comment.  As the comment suggests, “well-

designed” development is necessary within towns and villages.  The County 
contends that any well-designed development would need to consider its context, 
including compatibility with bulk and scale of the existing development patterns.  This 
could be achieved through development techniques such as blended density. 

 
X11-17 The County disagrees with the proposed revisions to draft General Plan Policy H-1.2, 

Development Intensity Relative to Permitted Density.  The intent is to allow for 
developers to determine the most appropriate way to develop their site.  In addition, 
the County is trying to avoid mandating development intensity where it may not be 
feasible.  See also response to comment G5-141. 

 
X11-18 The County disagrees with the proposed changes to draft General Plan Policy H-1.8, 

Variety of Lot Sizes in Large-Scale Residential Developments.  The proposed 
revisions change the intent of the policy from "large-scale" to "rural residential" 
projects where a variety of lot sizes may not always be appropriate.  See also 
response to comment G5-142. 

 
X11-19 The County disagrees that it is necessary to add a Legislative Intent section to the 

General Plan Update.  The General Plan goals and policies represent the legislative 
intent; and rather than adding a new section, it is more appropriate to clarify anything 
in the General Plan that is unclear or not adequately addressed.   

 
X11-20 The County disagrees that a new land use policy should be included to “ensure” 

development densities are achieved in rural and semi-rural areas.  While the 
Conservation Subdivision Program has been developed to facilitate achieving 
additional yield on environmentally constrained sites, the County does not agree that 
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additional policies beyond this are necessary.  Therefore, no revisions have been 
made as a result of this comment. 

 
X11-21 The General Plan Update facilitates renewable energy development to the degree 

that it can at this time.  In addition to policies under Goal COS-18 Sustainable 
Energy, the Implementation Plan has been amended with the following measure: 

 
“6.9.4.C Renewable Energy Ordinance.  Revise the Zoning Ordinance to provide a 
comprehensive alternative energy system ordinance for the design, construction, and 
maintenance of wind and solar renewable energy facilities.” 

 
Ordinance preparations as described in this Implementation Plan measure are 
currently underway.  See also response to comment X11-22 below.  

 
X11-22 The draft Boulevard Subregional Plan has been revised to delete any inaccurate 

facts and inconsistencies addressing the provision of alternative energy facilities, as 
follows: 

 
 2.8 Infrastructure and Utilities, c. Energy (natural gas and electricity) — deleted 

the third paragraph which discusses the Kumeyaay Wind Project 
 

 4.0 Safety Chapter, section a. Industrial scale wind energy turbines — deleted 
first two paragraphs 

 
See also responses to comments I36-5 through I36-18. 

 
X11-23 The County appreciates this comment.  Modifications have been made to the 

Boulevard Subregional Plan as described in response to comment X11-22 above.  
The County finds that these changes would alleviate potential inconsistencies within 
the General Plan Update.  No changes to the DEIR were necessary. 

 
X11-24 It is important to note that the State and County fire regulations do not require 

secondary access.  The codes do, however, have clear code requirements for the 
maximum distance of dead end roads.  The intent of limiting the allowable length of a 
dead-end road is to ensure that firefighters have access flexibility to deal with 
changing dynamics in wildfires and other emergencies, and that civilians have safe, 
reliable and known evacuation alternatives during emergencies.  In part, the concept 
of dead-end road regulations relates to limiting the number of persons attempting to 
evacuate on the road and to limiting the time needed for safe evacuation.  Steep, 
narrow and winding roads delay evacuation.  Long dead-end roads in rural wildland 
areas place people and emergency personnel at increased risk. 
 
As such, projects with an access road that exceeds the regulations for dead-end 
roads should first consider providing an alternate means of access and egress 
before resorting to other possible alternatives.  Yet, due to unique site characteristics 
there may also be combinations of site/project improvements and opportunities that 
make adequate mitigation achievable, which are considered and applied to projects 
on a case by case basis.  The County does not agree that these scenarios should be 
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discussed in the Program EIR for the General Plan Update.  Such analysis would be 
speculative and would not be conducive to identifying potentially significant 
environmental effects that may result from the project. 

 
X11-25 The County agrees that the General Plan should contain flexibility and that over the 

years situations will change that will require reassessment of some General Plan 
land use map designations or goals and policies.  State law allows for General Plan 
Amendments and the County intends to implement a process to facilitate 
“maintenance” amendments that are necessary to “clean up” or address 
circumstances that warrant changes as they arise (see Implementation Plan 
measure 1.2.1.A, General Plan Review). 

  
 The draft General Plan does not preclude changes to the Regional Categories Map; 

however, it requires these types of changes be accomplished through a 
comprehensive General Plan Update, as addressed in draft Policy LU-1.2 Regional 
Categories Map Amendments.  As written, this policy allows flexibility but prevents 
superfluous changes.  Moreover, it represents a compromise between the Steering 
Committee who requested greater restrictions and other stakeholders who favored 
fewer restrictions. 

 
X11-26 This comment notes that the County needs to play an important role in meeting the 

region’s future employment needs and acknowledges that the General Plan Update 
has made an effort to foster this need.  The comment contends that more effort is 
needed through land use policies that facilitate economic development.  The 
comment does not provide any detail as to what should be changed or added to the 
land use policies; therefore, a more thorough response has not been provided. 

 
X11-27 The County appreciates the commenter's concern for future conflicts due to 

unforeseeable circumstances.  To respond to such circumstances, the County's 
preference would be to address such a conflict at the time it is identified.  As 
discussed in response to comment X11-25 above, State law allows for General Plan 
Amendments and the County intends to implement a process to facilitate 
“maintenance” amendments that are necessary to “clean up” or address such 
problems as they arise.  Therefore, the County does not agree with frequent use of 
the word should or additional permissive language wherever circumstances or 
conditions may be subject to change in the future.  This approach would result in a 
General Plan and is less clear and for which implementation would be open to 
greater debate.  See also responses to comments G7-2, O3-9, and O9-2. 

 
X11-28 The County appreciates the support for the General Plan Update’s focus on mineral 

resources.  The County further acknowledges that future changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance are necessary, as discussed in draft Implementation Plan measures 
5.4.1.C Mining Overlay and 5.4.2.C Permitting Surface Mining Operations. 

 
X11-29 The comment notes a lack of discussion in the General Plan Update regarding 

potential equity mechanisms.  Since receipt of this comment letter, a detailed fact 
sheet has been prepared that provides a full history and discussion of issues related 
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to this topic for consideration by the public and the Planning Commission.  The fact 
sheet is available on the project website at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pcrpt_041610_J_equity.pdf.   

 
X11-30 This comment contends that road classifications should reflect that many roads are 

overbuilt and sacrifice safety for speed.  The General Plan Update contains policies 
that support context-sensitive roads and recommends two new road classifications 
with lower design speeds.   

 
X11-31 The County acknowledges that the Private Road Standards should be reviewed to 

determine if they adequately address the “complete streets” requirements of 
SB 1358, as identified in draft Implementation Plan Measure 4.2.2.A, Complete 
Streets.  Any revisions to the Private Road Standards will be accomplished through a 
public review process as recommended. 

 
X11-32 The comment recommends that the DEIR analyze how road standards affect 

“planning innovations that are inherent in a good General Plan.”  The County does 
not agree with this comment.  The DEIR adequately addresses environmental 
impacts.  The concerns raised by the commenter are outside the scope of the project 
EIR and are not discussed in the CEQA Guidelines.  In reference to roads, the DEIR 
evaluates whether the General Plan Update will result in the following: 

 
 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 

load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections); 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads 
or highways;  

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

 
X11-33 With regard to road design standards, draft Implementation Plan measure 4.2.2.B, 

Context Sensitive Roads, addresses concerns related to circulation within 
constrained areas.  Similarly, draft Implementation Plan measure 6.2.4.A, Regional 
Coordination, addresses concerns related to coordination with fire agencies.  

 
X11-34 This comment provides concluding statements and does not raise an environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pcrpt_041610_J_equity.pdf
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X12-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
X12-2 The County disagrees that it is necessary to add a Legislative Intent section.  The 

General Plan goals and policies represent the legislative intent; and rather than 
adding a new section, it is more appropriate to clarify anything in the General Plan 
that is unclear of not adequately addressed.  This comment does not raise any 
specific issues that need to be clarified further; therefore, no changes have been 
made as a result of this comment.  See also response to comment X11-19. 

 
X12-3 Community Plans and the General Plan have equal hierarchy as planning 

documents; therefore, one does not “trump” the other as suggested by the comment. 
 
X12-4 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-5 The County does not agree that the General Plan “trumps” community plans.  See 

also response to comment X12-3 above. 
 
X12-6 The draft Implementation Plan continues to be reviewed as part of the General Plan 

Update. 
 
X12-7 The analysis of commercial and industrial lands has been completed and is located 

on the County web site at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/era.pdf 
 
X12-8 There have been two mailings and multiple notices in the Union tribune and 

community newspapers:  
 

 Nov. 2000 – A postcard was mailed to all property owners in the unincorporated 
county according to the Assessor Records.  Concurrently, a notice was placed in 
all community newspapers. 

 
 May 2002 – A letter was mailed to all property owners in the unincorporated 

county according to the Assessor Records.  Concurrently, a notice was placed in 
all community newspapers. 

 
X12-9 The General Plan land use map will ultimately be located within each community 

plan.  
 
X12-10 There should not be conflicts between community plans and the General Plan text 

because the two are consistent. 
 
X12-11 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed grammatically. 
 
X12-12 The second sentence of the third paragraph under Regional and Multi-Jurisdictional 

Plans in Chapter 1 Introduction of the draft General Plan has been amended with the 
addition of “program plan” at the end of the sentence. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/era.pdf
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X12-13 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that the sentence needs to 
be changed from “sensitive species” to “covered and associated species.” 

 
X12-14 The fifth sentence of the third paragraph under Regional and Multi-Jurisdictional 

Plans in Chapter 1 Introduction of the draft General Plan has been revised by 
replacing “and each differs with how it implements the MSCP plan” with the following:  

 
“however there are only minor differences in how each is implemented.” 

 
X12-15 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-16 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that “leapfrog” should be 

changed to another word.  This term is commonly known and the policy includes a 
definition. 

 
X12-17 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-18 The deleted statement was removed because it had a negative connotation and was 

determined to be unnecessary in the given section. 
 
X12-19 Since “agriculture” was removed from the sentence, it is no longer associated with 

limiting development. 
 
X12-20 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree.  The referenced section is 

merely stating existing conditions. 
 
X12-21 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-22 The following was added to the end of the first paragraph of the draft General Plan 

Chapter 2, Vision and Guiding Principles: 
 

“and constitute the Plan‟s legislative intent as approved by the Board of Supervisors.” 
 
X12-23 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-24 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-25 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-26 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-27 The comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can be 

provided.  The last sentence as referenced is related to buildings and architecture, 
which is not related to the County Road Standards. 
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X12-28 The County does not agree with the recommended change.  The Vision section in 

Chapter 2 of the draft General Plan is written as a future end state, and the “we” is a 
collective we as members of the unincorporated County community. 

 
X12-29 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-30 The statement identified by the comment represents a vision or end-state and the 

County does not agree that the County Road Standards will preclude this from 
occurring because the Standards allow for exceptions to road design. 

 
X12-31 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-32 The paragraph was deleted because it is not part of the Community Development 

Model.  The concepts expressed in this paragraph are discussed in the draft 
Conservation Subdivision Program. 

 
X12-33 The County does not understand the comment because the draft General Plan text is 

consistent with what is being recommended. 
 
X12-34 The County does not understand the comment as there is no place in the chapter 

with a comma after “sustain.” 
 
X12-35 The first sentence of the third paragraph under Guiding Principle 3 has been 

amended to add “and other stakeholders” after „residents”. 
 
X12-36 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-37 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-38 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-39 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-40 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-41 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-42 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-43 To more clearly express general intentions, the second sentence of footnote “g” for 

Table LU-1 has been changed to the following: 
 

“New SPAs will not be shown on the Land Use Map under the SPA designation, 
rather these areas will retain their underlying land uses.” 

 
X12-44 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
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X12-45 In the Land Use Element, the following sentence has been added to the end of the 

Specific Plan Area component of the Other Land Use Designations section: 
 
 “The intention is to retain the underlying densities on the General Plan Land Use 

Plan to clearly show the area‟s relationship within the context where it is located.” 
 
X12-46 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-47 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-48 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that the added text is 

necessary. 
 
X12-49 The comment is not clear as to where the text changes are being recommended.  If it 

is intended for draft Land Use Element Policy LU-11.11, Industrial Compatibility With 
Adjoining Land Uses, the County does not agree that “or adequate screening” needs 
to be added because the screening is included within the definition of buffers 
provided in Policy LU-11.9, Development Density and Scale Transitions. 

 
X12-50 The County does not agree that the recommended text is necessary to add to policy 

LU-11.9, Development Density and Scale Transitions.  In addition, staff does not 
agree that changes to the intent of Land Use Element goals and policies this late in 
the planning process.  These goals and policies were vetted with the General Plan 
Update Steering Committee and any changes would not be consistent with the 
consensus which came out of this advisory group. 

 
X12-51 The recommended changes have been made to the Community Services and 

Infrastructure section of the draft Land Use Element, under the “Water Supply” 
subheading. 

 
X12-52 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the policy needs to be 

changed.  Also, refer to response to comment X12-50 above. 
 
X12-53 The comment is referencing an objective of the draft Mobility Element and raises 

concerns that Road Standards conflict with community character.  Currently, revised 
Road Standards are proposed that facilitate exceptions to the Standards that enable 
this objective to be achieved. 

 
X12-54 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-55 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-56 The comment requests clarification for “exceptions coordinated with community 

planning” in regards to accepting roads at a level of service (LOS) E or F.  The intent 
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of this language is to ensure community planning and sponsor groups are part of the 
decision-making process when determining if a road has been accepted at LOS E/F. 

 
X12-57 The intent to accept road classifications with a LOS E/F is more fully explained at the 

end of the draft Mobility Element in the Background Material section under the 
subheading “Accepted Road Classifications with Level of Service E/F.” 

 
X12-58 The comment refers to the “clear recovery zone” for state highways and was 

requested by Caltrans to be included.  The 20-foot zone is desirable, but not an 
absolute requirement. 

 
X12-59 This comment is referring to the total right-of-way requirements for a 2.3C Minor 

Collector road classification.  The right-of-way of 68 to 80 feet reflects the two-lane 
road (with and without an added bike lane), shoulder, and parkway.  Draft General 
Plan Policy M-4.3, Rural Roads Compatible with Rural Character, provides the 
intention to retain roads with rural character, which could have narrower travel lanes 
and tighter curve radii when appropriate.   

 
X12-60 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-61 The table has been changed to reflect 2.3C Minor Collectors are appropriate in 

“areas with physical constraints,” as recommended. 
 
X12-62 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-63 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed. 
 
X12-64 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-65 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-66 Draft General Plan Policy M-2.3, Environmentally Sensitive Road Design, was 

previously amended to remove “while balancing construction costs” to underplay 
construction costs as a primary factor in the road design. 

 
X12-67 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that draft General Plan 

Policy M-3.3 Multiple Ingress and Egress needs to be changed. 
 
X12-68 The County does not understand this comment, which requests information as to 

where “facilities financing plans are discussed” in reference to draft Mobility Element 
Policy M-2.5, Minimize Excess Water Runoff.  This policy addresses the design of 
road improvements to accommodate stormwater and facilities financing plans are 
unrelated to the intent of this policy.  Therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
X12-69 This comment is the same as comment X12-67; therefore, additional response is not 

provided. 
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X12-70 This comment refers to balancing a Caltrans objective to maintain a clear recovery 
area with maintaining rural community character.  As with this situation, and others 
that have competing objectives, these will have to weighed and balanced on a case-
by-case basis during implementation. 

 
X12-71 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that draft Mobility Element 

Policy M-4.5, Context Sensitive Road Design, needs to be changed to add the word 
“documented” when describing wildlife corridors.  That level of detail belongs in the 
implementing ordinances and procedures; however, the typo has been corrected in 
the policy. 

 
X12-72 The County appreciates the comment and has added State Route 94, as 

recommended. 
 
X12-73 State Route 188 connects the Tecate border crossing with State Route 94. 
 
X12-74 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-75 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-76 The additional language was added to build consensus with community planning and 

sponsor groups, many of which have expressed concerns over on-street parking. 
 
X12-77 Policy M-11.6 Coordination for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Connectivity has 

been amended with the addition of “facilities” at the end of the sidebar. 
 
X12-78 The County appreciates the comment and has revised draft Mobility Element Policy 

M-12.1, County Trails System, by replacing “proposed” with “designated”. 
 
X12-79 This entire paragraph was revised because SANDAG and the County elected to be 

exempt from the State Congestion Management Plan (CMP) program. 
 
X12-80 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-81 In the draft Conservation and Open Space Element, under the “Purpose and Scope” 

subheading, the two bullets referring to Biological Resources and Paleontological 
Resources and Unique Geologic Features have been revised to more fully reflect the 
purpose of the Conservation Element, which is to protect these resources.  When 
considered with the other Elements, the objective is to balance the preservation of 
resources with development, but the purpose of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element by itself is the preservation of those resources.  Therefore, the policies were 
revised as a result of the November 2008 public review to reflect the actual purpose 
of each Element according to State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003). 

 
X12-82 The County appreciates the comment; however, the recommended change was 

already made as a result of a comment received during the November 2008 public 
review. 
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X12-83 In response to this comment, the last sentence of the third paragraph under the 
“Guiding Principles for Conservation and Open Space” subheading in the draft 
Conservation and Open Space Element has been revised by adding “renewable 
energy production, along with” between “encourages” and “efficient”. 

 
X12-84 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-85 The County disagrees that “California Regional Water Quality Control Board” should 

be replaced with “San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board.” 
 
X12-86 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-87 The County does not agree the recommended text is necessary to add to draft 

Conservation and Open Space Policy COS-1.6, Assemblage of Preserve Systems, 
because the policy already includes language that “facilitates development through 
mitigation banking opportunities.” 

 
X12-88 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-89 The County disagrees that draft Conservation and Open Space Policy COS-1.1, 

Coordinated Preserve System, should be revised by adding the recommended text.  
The County contends that this is addressed sufficiently in draft Policies LU-6.3, 
conservation-Oriented Project Design, and COS-2.2, Habitat Protection Through Site 
Design. 

 
X12-90 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-91 The County does not understand this comment as there is no photo on the 

referenced page, nor any applicable photo in the Element.  Therefore, no changes 
have been made as a result of this comment. 

 
X12-92 The County appreciates the comment and has not received any objection to the text 

from SDG&E. 
 
X12-93 The County appreciates the comment.  However, the County contends that draft 

Conservation and Open Space Policy COS-14.7, Alternative Energy Sources for 
Development Projects, has language to “encourage” development projects that use 
renewable energy, and if appropriate the implementing regulations and procedures 
for this policy will include streamlining project processing and review. 

 
X12-94 The County does not agree that sustainable technology and projects cannot be 

implemented without remaining compatible with community character. 
 
X12-95 The County does not agree the recommended text is necessary to add to draft Policy 

COS-18.1, Alternate Energy Systems, because the policy already includes language 
to “facilitate the development” which would include permitting. 

 
X12-96 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
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X12-97 Generally the County does not agree that changes should be made to the Housing 

Element this late in the planning process.  This Element has been closely reviewed 
by the State Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) and any 
changes may be inconsistent with necessary requirements to gain HCD approval for 
this Element. 

 
X12-98 The County does not agree that the paragraph is incomplete.  The challenges faced 

as the County meets the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) are included in 
the Housing Element Background Report, considered a part of the General Plan, as 
required by statute.  The Element includes the inventory of vacant and underutilized 
sites, as well as other background information on County processes and procedures. 

 
 However, the Housing Element was revised with the addition of the following at the 

end of the paragraph: 
 
 “(Refer to the Housing Element Background Report for additional information 

concerning the challenges in meeting the RHNA.)” 
 
X12-99 The County acknowledges the support for providing a range of densities for “lower 

income housing.” 
 
X12-100 The text has been revised as recommended. 
 
X12-101 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the sentence needs to 

be changed.  In addition, commitment is shown in draft Housing Element Policy 
H-5.4, Flexibility in Regulations, which discusses streamlining the regulatory process. 

 
X12-102 The County disagrees with the proposed changes to draft Housing Element Policy 

H-5.4, Flexibility in Regulation.  Densities ranging from 15 to 30 dwelling units per 
acre are normally not appropriate outside of town centers in the unincorporated 
County. 

 
X12-103 This policy would be implemented as part of procedures for disposing of County-

owned surplus properties on a case-by-case basis.  As such, there is no pre-defined 
schedule for development of affordable housing. 

 
X12-104 The typographical error in the legend for Figure S-1 Fire Hazards has been revised 

as recommended. 
 
X12-105 This sentence has been removed in response to other comments. 
 
X12-106 The typographical error has been corrected as recommended. 
 
X12-107 The County disagrees that the sentence previously removed from draft Safety 

Element Policy S-3.5, Access Roads, is necessary.  Based on the policy language as 
currently written, development is only required to provide access roads when 
necessary.  
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X12-108 The County does not agree with this policy since the size of fire apparatus is outside 

the scope of the County‟s General Plan.  It should be noted that fire trucks are 
actually getting larger, not smaller.  This is because fire agencies are expected to 
perform more functions on scene such as first responder medical services.  As such, 
more equipment is needed for a given vehicle and larger vehicles are needed to 
accommodate the equipment. 

 
X12-109 The County appreciates the comment; however, the recommended change was 

already made as a result of a comment received during the November 2008 public 
review. 

 
X12-110 The retrofitting of unreinforced masonry buildings would be required, as appropriate, 

when discretionary actions are proposed to the unreinforced buildings. 
 
X12-111 The County does not understand this comment as “complementary” is not on the 

referenced page or paragraph.  Therefore, no changes have been made as a result 
of this comment. 

 
X12-112 The text has been revised as recommended. 
 
X12-113 The County disagrees that the draft Mobility Element should contain a provision and 

process for changes to Road Standards.  These provisions for changes are more 
appropriately located within the Road Standards themselves.  

 
X12-114 Definitions were deleted from the Glossary if they were not directly referenced in the 

draft General Plan or were common terms where definitions were readily available. 
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X13-1 The County does not concur with the comment that the identified area in Muth Valley 
is a mapping error.  The following criteria were used to determine the Semi-Rural 
(SR)-10 designation for the area located in Muth Valley.   

 
 Assign densities based on the characteristics of the land 
 Locate growth near infrastructure, services and jobs 

 
 In addition to the above criteria, Muth Valley is accessed from Wildcat Canyon Road, 

which currently operates at a substandard level of service.  The area is also 
groundwater dependent and based on a preliminary groundwater study; density 
should be limited to 1 dwelling unit (du) per 10 acres.  Because of these service 
limitations and site constraints, an SR-10 designation has been applied to the land 
use map. 

 
 The County concurs that the General Plan Update maps and Assessor maps do not 

depict the additional legal lots described in Certificate of Compliance DOC#20001-
0496393 and shown on map record 15233.  The parcel maps that are provided by 
the County Assessor’s office are for assessment purposes, and County Department 
of Planning and Land Use staff first verifies legal lot information by referring to the 
Certificate of Compliance.  Assessor maps can be updated by contacting the County 
Assessor’s Office directly.  

 
X13-2 The County does not concur with this comment.  The existing General Plan land use 

designation (17) Estate Residential allows for 1 du per 2 and 4 acres.  This is 
equivalent to the General Plan Update Semi Rural 2 (SR-2) land use designation 
which allows for 1 du/ 2, 4 and 8 acres. 

 
X13-3 Semi Rural 2 is a slope dependent land use designation which is intended to protect 

important resources such as steep slopes.  The addition of the 8-acre restriction was 
placed to ensure that properties containing slopes greater than 50 percent would be 
developed in a manner that considers constraints in the surrounding area and 
minimizes impacts to the environment.  This restriction has been part of the General 
Plan Update for several years.  The County disagrees that there was ever the 
intention to “guarantee” any yield calculation; however, the Conservation Subdivision 
Program is being recommended to facilitate maximizing yield in order to avoid 
constraints such as floodplains and sensitive environmental resources.   

 
X13-4 The County acknowledges the commenter’s request to designate the parcels in 

Lakeside Ranch as SR-1.  The information in this comment will be in the final 
General Plan Update documents for review and consideration by the County Board 
of Supervisors.  

 
X13-5 The County acknowledges that the alignment for the proposed Local Public Road 21 

on the matrix accompanying Figure M-A-10 in the draft Mobility Element Network 
Appendix would require traversing very steep terrain that would be difficult to build to 
local public road standards.  The County, in coordination with the Lakeside Planning 
Group, has recommended a road alignment from Morena Avenue to Wildcat Canyon 
Road that would act as a secondary route in the case of an emergency.  Although 



Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter X 13, Gregory Lambron (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page X13-8 
October 2010 

the construction of the road may seem infeasible at the present time, there are road 
design exceptions that can be made to accommodate this proposed alignment. 
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X14-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 44).  Refer to 
responses to comments I44-1 through I44-6. 
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X15-1 The County acknowledges that under the General Plan Update proposed project the 
subject 8.5-acre property (APN 283-012-20-00) is designated SR-10 or one dwelling 
unit per ten or twenty acres, rather than the 17 Estate Residential or one dwelling 
unit per two or four acres.  In light of the parcelization surrounding the subject parcel, 
County staff will reevaluate the designation proposed by the General Plan Update for 
the subject parcel and consider placing an SR-2 designation on the land use map 
that staff will be recommending for adoption by the Board of Supervisors. 
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X16-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
X16-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  

 
X16-3 This comment paraphrases the CEQA guidelines but does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required.  
 
X16-4 Courts have clarified the Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop 

Area v County of Inyo (4th Dist. 1985), 172 Cal. App. 3d 151, to explain that the 
Bishop ruling did not hold that, as a matter of law, physical change must be 
presumed for the establishment of a retail business.  Friends of Davis v City of Davis 
(3d Dist. 2000), 83 Cal. App. 4th 1004.  Without some evidence of physical change, 
CEQA does not require analysis of economic impacts from a proposed project.   

 
X16-5 This comment suggests that the density decreases that will result from the General 

Plan Update when compared to the existing general plan are physical changes to 
land use that must be addressed under CEQA.  The comment states that there will 
be an unspecified loss of property value and subsequent taxes levied on properties.  
This does not provide evidence of a physical impact on the environment, and is not a 
matter that must be analyzed in a CEQA document.        

 
 The County does not agree that the density decreases associated with the proposed 

project will result in the suggested physical change.  CEQA does not allow for a plan-
to-plan analysis when determining project impacts, which is how one would derive a 
change between the proposed project and existing general plan.  Instead, CEQA 
requires a plan-to-ground analysis which is accomplished by evaluating the proposed 
project against the existing conditions.  In the DEIR, the analysis appropriately 
follows this requirement.  Development of the proposed project densities are 
considered project impacts, even if the proposed project will decrease the overall 
development yield that would have been allowed under the existing general plan.  As 
a result, the emphasized quote in the preceding comment is not relevant to this 
issue. 
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X17-1 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment regarding visual and 
community character.  The specific concerns of the sponsor group are described in 
more detail in the subsequent comment and the County further addresses this issue 
in response to comment X17-2 below. 

 
X17-2 The County concurs that State-Route 76 should be included as a County Scenic 

Highway and has revised Table COS-1, County Scenic Highway System, of the 
Conservation and Open Space Element.  Particularly, the western end of the 
segment description for Map Reference #7, State Route 76, has been changed from 
“East Grade Road” to “Interstate 15.”  Therefore, the entire length of State Route 76 
within the unincorporated County is now proposed for designation as a County 
Scenic Highway. 

 
X17-3 Refer to response to comment X17-2 above. 
 
X17-4 Refer to response to comment X17-2 above. 
 
X17-5 Refer to response to comment X17-2 above. 
 
X17-6 Refer to response to comment X17-2 above. 
 
X17-7 Refer to response to comment X17-2 above. 
 
X17-8 Now that State Route 76 is proposed as a County Scenic Highway from Interstate 15 

to state Route 79, it is unnecessary for the DEIR to address potential impacts of the 
Route not being designated as a scenic corridor.  Refer also to response to comment 
X17-2 above. 

 
X17-9 This comment provides concluding statements and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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X18-1 This comment expresses SANDAG's overall support for the General Plan Update 
and introduces the more specific topics covered in subsequent comments. 

 
X18-2 The County acknowledges this commitment to facilitate the provision of housing for 

all income levels and has added the following sentence as part of the background for 
Guiding Principle 3: 

 
 “An economically viable community must also provide housing for all income levels.” 
 
X18-3 As discussed in response to comment L4-2 from the SANDAG letter commenting on 

the General Plan Update DEIR, the County will reevaluated the draft General Plan 
Mobility Element Road Network and consider changing the classifications as 
recommended to be consistent with the 2030 SANDAG RTP Unconstrained 
Revenue scenario for State Routes 67, 76, 78, and 94.  However, the County does 
not concur that the classification for SR-188 should change due to the planned 
development in the Tecate Sponsor Group Area and the forecast volume on SR-188.  

 
X18-4 The County acknowledges that State Routes 94 (Tecate to Jamul) operates at a 

higher level of service under the Draft Land Use Map alternative, as compared to the 
Referral Map (Proposed Project) and that the SANDAG 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) does not include improvements for these roads in this 
area.  This information will be in the documents made available to the Board of 
Supervisors when determining which land use map is ultimately adopted.   

 
X18-5 The County appreciates this comment.  The goals of the SANDAG Regional 

Comprehensive Plan (RCP) will be considered when making a final recommendation 
of the project to the County Board of Supervisors.   

 
X18-6 The County appreciates SANDAG's support of the Conservation Subdivision 

Program. 
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X19-1 The County acknowledges that the General Plan Update draft Land Use Map 
recommends a Rural Lands 80 designation on the commenter’s three lots (APNs 
611-091-07-00, 612-030-01-00, 612-030-19-00), while the current General Plan 
allows for 8-acre minimum lot sizes.  The County disagrees that under the existing 
General Plan, the three lots could be subdivided in 38 lots.  Based on the 8-acre 
minimum lot size the three parcels could theoretically be subdivided into 20 lots.  It 
should be noted that the commenter applied for a minor subdivision to convert the 
three lots into four lots and a remainder parcel but the application was disapproved 
on November 17, 2005 after several years of processing.  During the application 
process numerous constraints were identified that made the project ultimately 
infeasible.   

 
X19-2 This comment appears to refer to development of Border Patrol facilities, which are 

being constructed on federally-owned lands and are not part of the General Plan 
Update.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

 
X19-3 This comment appears to be discussing a project to subdivide under the existing 

General Plan, which is also not related to the General Plan Update.  Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

 
X19-4 This comment appears to be discussing the costs and issues related to subdividing 

property.  The comment is not related to the proposed project and is not an 
environmental issue under CEQA.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

 
X19-5 This comment appears to discuss the failure by the County to require sufficient 

mitigation on federally-owned land resulting from the construction of a Border Patrol 
station.  The County does not have development review authority on this land; 
therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
X19-6 The opinion expressed in this comment does not appear to raise a significant 

environmental issue pursuant to CEQA or include substantial evidence.  In addition, 
the County does not agree with this comment.  The proposed project is the result of 
a community-driven, public process.  Higher densities as allowed by the existing 
General Plan may be continued under the No Project Alternative.  Ultimately, the 
Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map will be implemented.  The 
Board will consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before 
making a decision on the project.  

 
X19-7 This comment criticizes the lack of infrastructure and services provided in the 

Boulevard Community Planning Area.  Taxes fund a wide variety of public services, 
such as law enforcement, fire services, environmental health, medical examiner, etc.  
Not all public infrastructure and services are funded by taxes or provided by the 
County.  Public infrastructure and services are provided as funding allows and are 
prioritized in coordination with the community.  Rural areas typically generate less 
funding and as a result, see a commensurate amount of investment in infrastructure 
and services.  Many see this as part of the rural character of these areas.  The 
County appreciates the commenter’s input but notes that differing opinions over this 
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issue exist.  Because this comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy 
of the EIR or project, no further response is provided.  

 
X19-8 Please refer to response to comment X19-6. 
 
X19-9 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required.   
 
X19-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  

 
X19-11 This comment paraphrases the CEQA guidelines and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is necessary.  
 
X19-12 Courts have clarified the Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop 

Area v County of Inyo (4th Dist. 1985), 172 Cal. App. 3d 151, to explain that the 
Bishop ruling did not hold that, as a matter of law, physical change must be 
presumed for the establishment of a retail business.  Friends of Davis v City of Davis 
(3d Dist. 2000), 83 Cal. App. 4th 1004.  Without some evidence of physical change, 
CEQA does not require analysis of economic impacts from a proposed project.   

 
X19-13 This comment suggests that the density decreases that will result from the General 

Plan Update when compared to the existing general plan are physical changes to 
land use that must be addressed under CEQA.  The comment states that there will 
be an unspecified loss of property value and subsequent taxes levied on properties.  
This does not provide evidence of a physical impact on the environment, and is not a 
matter that must be analyzed in a CEQA document.        

 
 The County does not agree that the density decreases associated with the proposed 

project will result in the suggested physical change.  CEQA does not allow for a plan-
to-plan analysis when determining project impacts, which is how one would derive a 
change between the proposed project and existing general plan.  Instead, CEQA 
requires a plan-to-ground analysis which is accomplished by evaluating the proposed 
project against the existing conditions.  In the DEIR, the analysis appropriately 
follows this requirement.  Development of the proposed project densities are 
considered project impacts, even if the proposed project will decrease the overall 
development yield that would have been allowed under the existing general plan.  As 
a result, the emphasized quote in the preceding comment is not relevant to this 
issue.  
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X20-1 This is the minutes of the Valley Center Community Planning Group (CPG) meeting 
which endorsed the CPG's comments on the draft General Plan.  Responses to 
these comments are provided below as X20-2 through X20-54.  

 
X20-2 This comment makes a general statement that the proposed project land use map 

for Valley Center is inconsistent with Safety Element Policy S-1.1, Land Use 
Designations; however, specific information as to where the map is inconsistent is 
not provided.  By separate correspondence, the County has received the Valley 
Center Community Planning Group’s preference for the Land Use Map and this will 
be made available to the Board of Supervisors when determining which land use 
map to adopt. 

 
X20-3 The County does not agree with the recommended changes to Safety Element 

Policy S-3.5.  The phrase “when necessary” should remain because there are 
instances when additional access to a development may not be necessary, 
especially in very small developments.  In addition, the word “secondary” is not 
necessary to be included in the policy text as the word “additional” is included. 

 
X20-4 The County disagrees with replacing “travel times” with “response times” to Safety 

Element Table S-1.  Although “Response Time” may be a more accurate 
measurement, there are currently no documented or published standards for 
response time.  Furthermore, there is no agreement in the fire community on what 
the appropriate response time should be; suggested response times fluctuate not 
only between districts, but also between fire stations.  Travel Time requirements 
have been in place for a number of years and there are national standards available 
to estimate the time (NFPA 1142 Table C.1.11(b)).  Until standards are developed 
and agreed upon by the fire community, the County must continue to rely on the 
travel time measurement.  The text below has been added to draft Safety Element 
Policy S-6.4 to better explain the rationale for using travel time over response time. 

 
Travel time is based on standards published by the National Fire Protection 
Association.  Travel time does not represent total response time, which is calculated 
by adding the travel time to the call processing time and to the turnout/reflex time.  
Generally, the call processing and turnout/reflex time would add between two to 
three minutes to the travel time.  It is not known if any county has formally adopted 
NFPA 1710 and/or 1720 as a standard.  Total Response Time (NFPA 1710/1720) is 
calculated as time the Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) receives the 
emergency call, transfers it to fire communications, the alarm is processed and 
transmitted to responders, responders “turnout”, plus travel time to the scene to 
initiate action.  The use of response time for determining adequate service is 
problematic in the unincorporated County because it is subjective and varies from 
department to department, station to station and work shift to work shift.  Reflex time 
(the amount of time from when the call is received by the station to when the engine 
leaves the station) can vary from one to three minutes.  The use of travel time, as 
calculated by using NFPA 1142, allows us to be consistent across the County in 
determining adequate response, regardless of the district. 
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X20-5 Generally, the County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals 
and policies this late in the planning process.  These goals and policies were vetted 
with the General Plan Update Steering Committee; and any changes would not be 
consistent with the consensus which came out of this advisory group. 

 
X20-6 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-7 Policy LU-1.6 Village Expansion (fourth bullet) has been changed to replace 

“respects and enhances” with “is consistent with,” as recommended since “respects 
and enhances” was inserted without coordinating with the Steering Committee. 

 
X20-8 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-9 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-10 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-11 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-12 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-13 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-14 This comment implies that draft Land Use Element Goal LU-5, Climate Change and 

Land Use, is not consistent with goals and policies of the draft Housing Element and 
programs and actions outlined in the draft Implementation Plan; however, the 
specific inconsistencies are not identified.  As a result, no changes to the draft 
General Plan has been made as a result of this comment. 

 
X20-15 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-16 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-17 See response to comment X20-5 above.  It should be noted that specific policies that 

address equestrian facilities/routes may be proposed by the commenter within the 
Valley Center Community Plan.  

 
X20-18 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-19 The County acknowledges that draft Land Use Element Policy LU-6.3, Conservation-

Oriented Project Design, focuses on conservation-oriented design for a single site, 
and the policy language is limited in regards to linking together the preserved areas 
of individual projects to create an interconnected network.  However, linking open 
space to create an interconnected network is addressed in the draft Rural Design 
Guidelines, which have been developed to implement the Conservation Subdivision 
Program.  Under Step 4, Conceptual Site Planning, Identifying Areas for Avoidance 
(Open Space), one of the requirements identified is to “Create the maximum amount 
of connectivity between on-site and off-site resource areas.”  
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 In addition, linking open space is further addressed in policies in other General Plan 

Elements, such as draft Conservation and Open Space Policies COS-11.3, 
Development Siting and Design, which requires “creation of contiguous open space 
networks” and COS 6.2, Protection of Agricultural Operations, which has the 
objective to “retain or facilitate large and contiguous agricultural operations by 
consolidation of development during the subdivision process.”   

 
X20-20 The County does not agree with this comment.  Conservation is clearly described in 

the Introduction section of the Conservation and Open Space Element. 
 
X20-21 While the draft Implementation Plan does not specifically address linking open space 

within a community, the Rural Design Guidelines, which are included in the draft 
Implementation Plan as measure 3.1.4.C Design Guidelines in Semi-Rural and Rural 
Lands, specifically address linking open space.  See also response to comment 
X20-19 above. 

 
X20-22 Generally, the County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals 

and policies this late in the planning process.  See also response to Comment X20-5 
above. 

 
X20-23 Draft Land Use Element Policy LU-6.10, Protection From Wildfires and Unmitigable 

Hazards, has been amended with the addition of “extreme” to make it more 
consistent with the Safety Element terms for fire threat areas, as recommended. 

 
X20-24 The County disagrees that none of the General Plan Update land use map 

alternatives conform to draft Policy LU-6.10.  The General Plan Update land use map 
alternatives balance consideration for all General Plan Update Guiding Principles, 
which includes Guiding Principle #5, Ensure that development accounts for physical 
constraints and natural hazards of the land.  

 
X20-25 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-26 The General Plan Update and DEIR do not make any assertions that a reduction in 

parcel size will preserve agriculture.  The County’s analysis demonstrates that 
agricultural losses are inevitable when agricultural lands are subdivided and 
developed.  While smaller lots may in some cases provide for more viable 
agricultural operations, the development of a house, yard, driveway and accessory 
structures will decrease the overall land in production. 

 
 The Data Table Averages – Impact to Agricultural Lands document was developed 

through the analysis of aerial photographs.  The analysis was conducted to 
determine impacts to agricultural lands by various size/density subdivisions.  Pre- 
and post-development aerial photographs of subdivisions on lands that were 
historically agriculture were reviewed to determine how much agricultural land was 
directly converted and indirectly converted over the preceding years.  Direct 
conversion was the loss of agriculture from the initial clearing and development for 
the homes and associated improvements.  Indirect conversion was additional 
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clearing not directly necessary for the home and driveway.  In many cases, indirect 
conversion of the agriculture occurred over time.  Percentages were roughly 
approximated.  The General Plan Update and DEIR did not use the Data Table 
Averages - Impact to Agricultural Lands document to draw any conclusions with 
regard to agricultural preservation; in contrast, the document was used to determine 
an average of 1.5 acres of impact per parcel when agricultural lands are subdivided.  

 
 The Google Earth (2006) photos submitted in conjunction with the Valley Center 

Community Planning Group’s (CPG) comments all contain some visible amount of 
agriculture resources; while the July 2009 site visits purport that most of this 
agriculture is gone, indicating a significant amount of indirect conversion over the 
past three years.  In contrast to the County’s analysis, the Valley Center CPG impact 
analysis does not consider the direct conversion of agricultural lands by subdivisions; 
but rather, the overall impact of direct and indirect conversion of agricultural lands.  It 
is important to note that indirect conversions cannot be solely attributed to the 
subdivision of land.  Economic viability, natural occurrences such as drought and 
wildfire, and property owner’s personal lifestyle choices can contribute to indirect 
conversion of agriculture over any given period of time.  The County’s analysis is 
intended to determine the reasonably foreseeable impacts to agricultural land.  
Assuming all subdivided agricultural land is 100 percent converted is not a 
reasonably foreseeable conclusion. 

 
X20-27 The County disagrees that animal husbandry should be specifically identified either 

in Policy LU-7.1, Agricultural Land Development, or in Goal LU-10, Function of Semi-
Rural and Rural Lands.  In both instances, the term agriculture is included in a 
general sense and is intended to apply to all forms of agriculture, including animal 
husbandry.  Specifically calling out “animal husbandry” is unnecessary.  In addition, 
the County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and 
policies this late in the planning process.  See also response to Comment X20-5 
above.  

 
X20-28 The County does not agree with this comment, which opposes draft Land Use 

Element Policy LU-7.2.  No evidence or reasoning is provided to support the 
comment; therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided.  However, it 
should be noted that the intent of the policy is to provide economic value through 
subdivision of small lots, while preserving the remaining land for agriculture.  This will 
encourage landowners to retain agricultural uses, rather than losing all the land to 
subdivision.  See also response to comment C1-18. 

 
X20-29 The first sentence of the second paragraph of the Villages and Town Centers section 

of the draft Land Use Element , under the “Context” subheading has been revised to 
remove the wording “under ideal circumstances”, as recommended. 

 
X20-30 Draft Land Use Element Goal LU-9, Distinct Villages and Community Cores, has 

been revised to clarify the intend by adding “well-” before “planned” and “developed”, 
as well as “defined”. 
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X20-31 Draft Policy LU-9.1 Village and Community Core Planning has been revised to delete 
the text “prepare master plans to” to make the policy more clear and retain the 
original intent of the policy as reviewed by the General Plan Update Steering 
Committee. 

 
X20-32 Draft Policy LU-9.2 Density Relationship to Environmental Setting is intended to 

provide direction for the General Plan, as implied in the comment, along with any 
proposed General Plan Amendments.  Therefore, no changes have been made to 
this policy. 

 
X20-33 See response to comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-34 Draft Policy LU-9.3 Village and Community Core Guidelines and Regulations has 

been revised to delete “such mechanisms should” from the beginning of the second 
paragraph, as recommended. 

 
X20-35 The County does not agree with this recommendation.  Generally, the County does 

not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and policies this late in the 
planning process.  These goals and policies were closely vetted with the General 
Plan Update Steering Committee and any changes would not be consistent with the 
consensus which came out of this advisory group. 

 
X20-36 Draft Policy LU-9.5 Village Uses has been revised to delete “Village” before 

“development of distinct areas”, to clarify the policy and retain the original intent as 
reviewed by the General Plan Update Steering Committee. 

 
X20-37 See response to Comment X20-5 above. 
 
X20-38 Draft Policy LU-9.7 Town Center Planning and Design has been revised to replace 

“respect and enhance” with “be compatible with,” to clarify the policy and retain the 
original intent as reviewed by the General Plan Update Steering Committee. 

 
X20-39 The County appreciates the concerns expressed in the comment that implementation 

of the General Plan Update requires planners trained in urban design; however, does 
not agree it is necessary to change draft Policy LU-9.12 Achieving Planned Densities 
in Villages.  The County is committed to providing staff and resources to ensure that 
design principles expounded by the General Plan Update are realized.  

 
 In addition, draft Policy LU-9.12 has been revised to replace “ensure that future 

residential development achieves” with “encourage future residential development to 
achieve.” 

 
X20-40 The County acknowledges that draft Land Use Element goals and policies under the 

“Semi-Rural/Rural Lands” subheading provide only general guidance, as this is a 
countywide document.  Providing supplemental policies in community plans is 
recommended for communities where additional guidance is desired. 
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X20-41 Draft Conservation and Open Space Element Policies COS-6.1 and COS-6.2 
encourage the expansion of agricultural uses.  These policies will be implemented 
through revisions to the Zoning Ordinance (see draft Implementation Plan measure 
5.3.1.G Agriculture-Related Businesses). 

 
X20-42 The County disagrees that draft Policy LU-11.1, Location and Connectivity, is too 

vague.  The intent of the policy is to provide clear direction regarding where to locate 
commercial, office, and industrial development.  However, the policy recognizes that 
providing connectivity and accessibility depends, at least in part, on existing 
development patterns.  Existing conditions may sometimes prevent strict application 
of the policy.  

 
X20-43 Draft Policy LU-11.2, Compatibility with Community Character, has been revised to 

replace “respect and enhance” with “be compatible with,” to clarify the policy and 
retain the original intent as reviewed by the General Plan Update Steering 
Committee. 

 
X20-44 The comment refers to Policy LU-12.2; however, the content of the comment does 

not appear to be related to this draft policy.  The concerns raised in the comment 
relate to whether new, small-lot multi-family residential development would have 
sufficient open space and amenities.  This may be referring to draft Policy LU-9.12, 
Achieving Planned Densities in Villages.  Though the language in this policy does not 
specifically mention open space or amenities, these issues are better addressed in 
draft Housing Element Policy H-2.2, Projects with Open Space Amenities in Villages, 
which requires such projects to include amenities and common open space areas. 

 
X20-45 The County acknowledges that the draft Mobility Element does not include the 

complete public road network because local public roads are only provided under 
special circumstances, as explained in the last paragraph of under the “Road 
Classifications” subheading.  The intent is for the County to work with communities to 
update community plans to identify local public roads, along with emergency egress 
roads, to supplement the Mobility Element network and together achieve a 
comprehensive network. 

 
X20-46 The County disagrees that a separate bulleted item is necessary in the draft Mobility 

Element in the County Road Network section under the “Context” subheading that 
identifies where casino traffic enters the County.  While it may be important to 
address this in some community plans, the General Plan already identifies routes in 
which traffic enters the County.  The County does not agree that casino traffic needs 
to be identified separately. 

 
X20-47 The County disagrees that the County Road Standards should drive the language of 

the General Plan since the Road Standards are an implementing document to the 
General Plan.  The County is currently revising these Standards and flexibility has 
been a major consideration in the revised Standards.  In addition, since the draft 
General Plan and DEIR were circulated for public review, the County has been 
awarded a planning grant from the State Department of Transportation to prepare 
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community-specific Road Right-of-Way Development Standards for the Valley 
Center community. 

 
X20-48 The County does not agree that the Mobility Element road classifications should be 

removed from the General Plan, or that they are presented with too much detail.  The 
information presented in Tables M-1a, M-1b, and M-2 are general in nature; primarily 
providing a general description of the classification, the number of travel lanes, and 
the range of right-of-way requirements.  The County Road Standards provide much 
more detail.  The information provided in the General Plan in Tables M-1a, M-1b, and 
M-2 establishes the framework for the Road Standards to implement. 

 
X20-49 The County disagrees that there is “no textual connection” between the Mobility 

Element goals and policies and the Mobility Element network map.  For example, 
draft Policy M-3.1, Public Road Rights-of-Way, specifically refers to the Mobility 
Element roadway network.  Policy M-3.1 has been amended with the addition of 
“(see Mobility Element Network Appendix)” after “Mobility Element roadway network” 
to provide additional clarity.  In addition, the County intends to relocate the Mobility 
Element road network maps and matrices to community plans, after the community 
plans are updated.  This will give the road network a more prominent location. 

 
X20-50 The third sentence of the second paragraph under the “Road Classifications” 

subheading in the draft Mobility Element has been amended with the addition of “or 
school district” after both “regional transit” and “transit district”.  

 
X20-51 The third sentence of the third paragraph under the “Road Classifications” 

subheading in the draft Mobility Element has been revised to add “with at-grade 
intersections and” after “rural conventional highway.”  Further clarification of “clear 
recovery zone” has not been provided, other than the clarifying sentence at the end 
of the paragraph.  In addition, a reference to Caltrans has been added to distinguish 
its preferences from the County road classifications. 

 
X20-52 The County disagrees with removing Tables M-1a, M-1b, and M-2, as discussed in 

response to comment X20-48 above. 
 
X20-53 The County disagrees with the use of the parallel language: “bicycle, equestrian, and 

pedestrian” throughout.  The goals and policies are distinguished between bicycle 
and pedestrian (Goal M-11) and County Trails Program (Goal M-12), which includes 
equestrian modes of travel. 

 
X20-54 Draft Policy M-11.4, Bicycle Network Connectivity, has been revised as 

recommended with the deletion of “and ensure that village development incorporates 
these networks where applicable” since this language was redundant in the policy. 
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X21-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 42).  Refer to 
responses to comments I42-1 through I42-4.   
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X22-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 44).  Refer to 
responses to comments I44-1 through I44-6. 
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X23-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
X23-2 This comment is correct regarding the two-phase approach for the General Plan 

Update in that lands which are subject to the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) are 
not included in the General Plan Update.  These lands will be addressed through a 
General Plan Amendment that will be initiated after the December 31, 2010 
expiration date of the FCI. 

 
X23-3 This comment appears to be referencing Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 404-041-

42-00, which is proposed to be designated Medium Impact Industrial (I-2) on every 
land use map alternative evaluated under the General Plan Update DEIR.  The 
proposed designation of the subject parcel has been applied based on a 
comprehensive planning process that involved many community stakeholders, along 
with the Alpine Community Planning Group.  Although a high school is proposed to 
be built across the street, the County contends that appropriate buffering could be 
applied to mitigate any conflicts with the high school.  In addition, the Alpine 
Community Planning Group has been previously opposed to a Commercial 
designation across from the Los Coaches Creek Middle School.  As such, a Limited 
Impact Industrial designation is proposed across from the middle school by the 
General Plan Update land use maps, rather than the Neighborhood Commercial that 
was requested by the property owner.   

 
X23-4 The County acknowledges that Viejas does not support the extension of Otto Avenue 

through parcels owned by Viejas (APNs 404-051-09-00 and 404-051-10-00) to the 
Interstate 8 interchange at West Willows Road.  The County also acknowledges that 
under existing conditions this could potentially add congestion to an area that is 
already congested at times from traffic to the Viejas Casino and Outlet Mall.  
However, the County has the understanding that Viejas’ longer-term intentions are to 
divert the majority of casino-related traffic to the East Willows Road interchange with 
Interstate 8.  This would then reduce congestion at the West Willows interchange.  In 
working with the Alpine Community Planning Group, the primary rationale for 
extending Otto Avenue would be to provide an alternate route of travel out of Alpine 
north of Interstate 8 which would not rely on the heavily congested Tavern Road 
interchange.  Providing alternate routes of travel is a primary objective of the General 
Plan Update Mobility Element, especially in communities such as Alpine that are 
exposed to a high risk of wildland fires. 

 
X23-5 This comment refers to planning for land subject to the FCI that is not being 

addressed under the General Plan Update.  The planning is part of a separate 
planning process that the County is coordinating with Viejas and other residents of 
this area.  Therefore, a response to the comments addressed for this area are not 
being provided as part of the General Plan Update, but will be addressed during the 
separate planning process for the  Alpine FCI lands plan. 

 
X23-6 This comment provides a concluding statement and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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